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FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS, 1959 


MONDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C. 


The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in room 1334, New 
House Office Building, Hon. Oren Harris (chairman) presiding. 

The CuarrMANn. The committee will come to order. 

Today the committee meets for hearings on legislation to extend 
the Federal Airport Act. : 

This is a question of great importance to our Nation. If we are 
to continue the Federal aid program, action must be taken as soon 
as possible so local sponsors can make plans. 

the consideration of this issue we recognize that the committee 
must consider four separate questions : 

First, will the — be continued ? 

Second, if so, in what amounts? 

Third, what airport facilities should be eligible for Federal aid? 

Fourth, for how long should this program be continued 

The hearings this morning and during the course of these sessions 
that are scheduled will be directed primarily at H.R. 1011, which I 
introduced, and related bills—some are identical—and on H.R. 3267 
introduced by our colleague on the committee, Mr. Bennett, and 
which is considered the administration bill. 

H.R. 1011 would extend authority for making grants 4 years from 
next July 1 by authorizing annual grants of $95 million a year to the 
States, and $5 million a year to the Poevitoikan: 

The present authority for $60 million annually to the States and $3 
nillion to the Territories expires June 30, 1959. 

H.R. 1011 also would increase grants this fiscal year to a total of 
$95 million for the States, and $5 million for the Territories. This 
would make $37 million additional available this fiscal year, and $100 
million a year for the next 4 fiscal years, which would make a total 
of $437 million in new Federal aid authority. 

H.R. 3267, which has the support of the administration, would ex- 
tend the Federal aid program.4 years from June 30, authorizin 
grants of 65, 55, 45, and 35 millions of dollars for each of the 4 fisca 
years ending June 30, 1960, 1961, 1962, and 1963, respectively. This 
would make a total of $200 million. 

Federal grants would be limited to and concentrated on urgent land 
areas projects needed for safe and efficient aircraft operation to an 
adequate national aviation facilities system. 

At this point in the record, H.R. 1101, H.R. 1787, H.R. 2987, H.R. 
9267, and H.R. 3913 will be inserted, together with the agency reports 
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2 FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS, 1959 


that the Chair has from the Bureau of the Budget, the Civil] Aero- 
nautics Board, and the Federal Aviation Agency. 
(The bills and reports referred to follow :) 


(H.R. 1011, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Airport Act in order to extend the time for making grants 
under the provisions of such Act, and for other purposes nts 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 5(a) of the Federal Airport Act, 
as amended (49 U.S.C. 1104(a)), is further amended to read as follows: 

“(a) For the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects in the 
several States, there is authorized to be obligated by the execution of grant agree. 
ments pursuant to section 12 of this Act the sum of $40,000,000 for the fisca] year 
ending June 30, 1956, and the sum of $60,000,000 for each of the fiscal years eng. 
ing June 30, 1957, and June 30, 1958, and the sum of $95,000,000 for each of the 
fiscal years ending June 30, 1959, June 30, 1960, June 30, 1961, June 30, 1962, and 
June 30, 1963. Each such authorized amount shall become available for obliga- 
tion beginning July 1 of the fiscal year for which it is authorized, and shall gop. 
tinue to be so available until so obligated.” 

Sec. 2. Section 5(b) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 Ug¢ 
1104(b) ), is further amended to read as follows: 

“(b) For the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects jp 
Alaska and Hawaii, and in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, there is hereby 
authorized to be obligated by the execution of grant agreements pursuant to se- 
tion 12 of this Act the sum of $2,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, 
and the sum of $3,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1957, and 
June 30, 1958, and the sum of $5,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 
30, 1959, June 30, 1960, June 30, 1961, June 30, 1962, and June 30, 1963. Bach 
such authorized amount shall become available for obligation beginning July 1 
of the fiscal year for which it is authorized, and shall continue to be so available 
until so obligated. Of each of the amounts authorized by this subsection, 45 per 
centum shall be available for projects in Alaska, 25 per centum for projects in 
the Territory of Hawaii, 20 per centum for projects in Puerto Rico, and 10 per 
centum for projects in the Virgin Islands. Wherever this Act refers to Alaska as 
a Territory it shall be deemed to refer to the State of Alaska, and the words 
‘State’ and ‘States’, as used in this Act, shall not be construed as including the 
State of Alaska.” 

Sec. 8. Section 13 of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U.S.C. 1112), 
is further amended by inserting “(a)” at the beginning thereof and by adding a 
subsection to read as follows: 

“(b) Beginning with the fiscal year 1960, the cost of acquisition or construc 
tion of that part of a project intended for use as a passenger automobile parking 
facility, and the cost of construction of those parts of passenger or freight ter- 
minal buildings and other airport administrative buildings intended for use as 
bars, cocktail lounges, night clubs, theaters, private clubs, garages, hotel rooms, 
commercial offices, or gamerooms or such other use which, in the opinion of the 
Administrator, is not essential to the welfare and safety of those persons using 
airports for public aviation purposes, shall not be an allowable project cost under 
this Act.” 

Sec. 4. Section 2(a) (3) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U.80. 
1101(a)(3)), is further amended by substituting a comma for the period at the 
end thereof and adding the following additional clause: “and (C) the periodic 
seal coating of flexible airport pavements and the filling of joints in rigid airport 
pavements at airports at which air traffic is not sufficient to meet the criteria of 
the Administrator for the location of an airport traffic control tower operated by 
the Federal Aviation Agency.” 

Sec. 5 Section 4 of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U.S.C. 1103), 
is further amended by inserting “(a)” at the beginning thereof and by adding4 
subsection to read as follows: 

“(b) It shall be the duty of the Administrator to make public by January lof 
each year the proposed program of airport development intended to be under 
taken during the fiseal year next ensuing.” 


(Norr.—H.R. 1056, by Mr. Roberts; H.R. 2507, by Mr. Van Zandt; 
H.R. 3378, by Mr. Tollefson; and H.R. 4024, by Mr. Hemphill, are all 
identical with H.R. 1011.) 
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FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS, 1959 3 


[H.R. 1787, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


amend the Federal Airport Act in order to extend the time for making grants 
A BILL To Saget the provisions of such Act, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 5(a) of the Federal Airport Act, 

amended (49 U.S.C. 1104(a)), is further amended to read as follows: 
aa) For the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects in the 
several States, there is authorized to be obligated by the execution of grant 
agreements pursuant to section 12 of this Act the sum of $40,000,000 for the 
fiseal year ending June 30, 1956, and the sum of $60,000,000 for each of the fiscal 
years ending June 30, 1957, June 30, 1958, and June 30, 1959, and the sum of 
$95,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1960, June 30, 1961, June 
30, 1962, June 30, 1963, and June 30, 1964. Each such authorized amount shall 
become available for obligation beginning July 1 of the fiscal year for which it is 
authorized, and shall continue to be so available until so obligated.” : 

Sec. 2. Section 5(b) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49. U.S.C. 
1104(b) ), is further amended to read asfollows: _ , : 

“(h) For the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects in the 
Territories of Alaska and Hawaii, and in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, 
there is hereby authorized to be obligated by the execution of grant agreements 
pursuant to section 12 of this Act the sum of $2,500,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1956, and the sum of $3,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 
30, 1957, June 30, 1958, and June 30, 1959, and the sum of $5,000,000 for each 
of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1960, June 30, 1961, June 30, 1962, June 30, 
1963, and June 30, 1964. Each such authorized amount shall become available 
for obligation beginning July 1 of the fiscal year for which it is authorized, and 
shall continue to be so available until so obligated. Of each of the amounts 
authorized by this subsection, 45 per centum shall be available for projects in the 
Territory of Alaska, 25 per centum for projects in the Territory of Hawaii, 20 
per centum for projects in Puerto Rico, and 10 per centum for projects in the 
Virgin Islands. Wherever this Act refers to Alaska as a Territory it shall be 
deemed to refer to the State of Alaska, and the words ‘State’ and ‘States,’ as 
used in this Act, shall not be construed as including the State of Alaska.” 

Sxc. 3. Section 5 of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U.S.C. 1104), is 
further amended by adding the following new subsection : 


‘DISCRETIONARY FUND 


“(e) In addition to the sums authorized in subsections (a) and (b), the 
Administrator is authorized to obligate in his discretion the sum of $75,000,000 
which shall be available to pay the United States share of costs of any approved 
project, and shall be administered as a separate fund without regard to the 
provisions of section 6 of this Act. This sum shall become available for obliga- 
tion beginning July 1, 1959, and shall continue to be available until so obligated.” 

See, 4. Section 5(c) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U.S.C. 
1104(¢e) ), is further amended by striking out “and (b)” and inserting immedi- 
ately after the words “subsections (a)” a comma, and “(b) and (e) of this 
section.” 

Sec. 5. Section 13 of the Federal Airport Act (49 U.S.C, 1112), is amended by 
inserting “(a)” after “Sec. 13.” and by adding a subsection to read as follows: 


“COSTS NOT ALLOWED 


“(b) with respect to amounts obligated after June 30, 1959, the cost of acqui- 
sition or construction of that part of a project intended for use as a passenger 
automobile parking facility, and the cost of construction of those parts of passen- 
ger or freight terminal buildings and other airport administrative buildings in- 
tended for use as bars, cocktail lounges, night clubs, theaters, private clubs, 
garages, hotel rooms, commercial offices, or gamerooms or such other use which, 
in the opinion of the Administrator, is not essential to the welfare and safety of 

persons using airports for public aviation purposes, shall not be an allow- 
able project cost under this Act.” 

Seo. 6. Section 2(a)(3) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(3)) is further amended by striking out “and” before “((B))” and by 
inserting before the semicolon following “airport hazards” a comma and the 
following: “and (C) the periodic seal coating of flexible airport pavements and 
the filling of joints in rigid airport pavements at airports at which air traffic is 
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not sufficient to meet the criteria of the Administrator for the location 
airport traffic control tower operated by the Federal Aviation Agency,” 


of an 


Sec. 7. Section 4 of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U.S.C, 1108), js 
further amended by inserting “(a)” after “Src. 4” and by adding a subsection 
to read as follows: 


“ANNOUNCEMENT OF PLANS 


“(b) it shall be the duty of the Administrator to make public by January 1 of 
each year the proposed program of airport development intended to be under. 
taken during the fiscal year next ensuing.” 


(Nore.—H.R. 2911, by Mr. McFall, is identical with H.R. 1787, 
[H.R. 2987, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Airport Act to provide that unused State allo 


tm: 
not be reallotted, but instead shall revert to the Treasury onto abl 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the second sentence of subsection (a) 
and the second sentence of subsection (b) of section 5 of the Federal Aj 
Act are each amended by striking out “until so obligated” and inserting in }iey 
thereof “until the end of the next fiscal year’”’. 

Sec. 2. The second sentence of subsection (a) of section 6 of such Act js 
amended by striking out “, and thereafter any portion of such amount whic 
remains unobligated shall be redistributed and reapportioned as provided jp 
subsection (c) of this section’. 

Sec. 3. Subsection (c) of section 6 of such Act is repealed. 


[H.R. 3267, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Airport Act to extend the time for making grants for the 


construction of urgent airport projects essential to an adequate national aviation 
facilities system 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Federal Airport Act, as amended 
(60 Stat. 170; 49 U.S.C. 1101), is further amended as follows: 

Sec. 2. That section 2(a)(3) of the Federal Airport Act is amended to read 
as follows: . 

“*Airport development’ means (A) any acquisition of land or of any interest 
therein or of any easement through or other interest in airspace which is neces. 
sary for development, operation, or maintenance of any public airport or portion 
thereof, or which is necessary to remove or mitigate, or prevent or limit the 
establishment of, airport hazards and (B) any work involved in constructing, 
improving, or repairing a public airport or portion thereof, including the re 
moval, lowering, relocation, and marking and lighting of airport hazards, but 
excluding construction, improvement, alteration or repair of any building or 
portion thereof, other than those required to house air traffic control activities, 
weather reporting activities and communications activities related to air traffic 
eontrol and further excluding automobile parking areas and entrance roads: 
Provided, That this provision shall not operate to alter, restrict, or otherwise 
interfere with carrying out any work programed prior to enactment of this Act.” 

Sec. 3. Sections 2, 3, 7, 9, and 10 of the Federal Airport Act are amended by 
deleting the term “the Territory of Alaska” wherever it appears and by deleting 
the term “the Territories” appearing in section 3(a) and substituting in lieu 
thereof “the Territory of Hawaii.” 

Sec. 4. Section 4 of the Federal Airport Act is amended to read as follows: 

“In order to bring about, in conformity with the national airport plan pre 
pared and from time to time revised as provided in this Act, the establishment 
of a nationwide system of public airports adequate to meet the present and 
future needs of civil aeronautics, the Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Agency is authorized, within the limits of the obligation authority provided in 
section 5, to make grants of funds to sponsors for urgent airport development 
considered by the Administrator to be essential to an adequate national aviation 
facilities system as hereinafter provided.” 
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FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS, 1959 5 


Sec. 5: Sections 5 (a) and (b) of the Federal Airport Act are amended to read 
oper the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects in the 
several States, there are hereby authorized to be obligated by the execution of 

nt agreements pursuant to section 12 of this Act the sum of $40,000,000 for 
= the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, the sum of $60,000,000 for each of the 
fiscal years ending June 80, 1957, June 30, 1958, and June 30, 1959, and the sum 
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, the sum of $53,500,000 
oes the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, the sum of $44,000,00 for the fiscal year 
ending June 3, 1962, and the sum of $34,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1968. Each such authorized amount shall become available for obligation begin- 
ning July 1 of the fiscal year for which it is authorized, and shall continue to 
pe so available until so obligated: Provided, however, That such portion of the 
amount authorized to be obligated for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, as 
shall be allocated to the discretionary fund by section 6(b)(1) of this Act, as 
amended, shall become available for obligation upon the date of enactment of 
this Act and shall remain available until obligated.” — 

“(b) For the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects in the 
Territory of Hawaii, and in Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, there are hereby 
authorized to be obligated by the execution of grant agreements pursuant to 
section 12 the sum of $2,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and the 
sum of $3,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1957, June 30, 
1958, and June 30, 1959; the sum of $2,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1960; the sum of $1,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and the 
sum of $1,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1962, and June 30, 
1968. Each such authorized amount shall become available for obligation begin- 
ning July 1 of the fiscal year for which it is authorized and shall continue to be 
so available until so obligated. Of each of the amounts authorized by this 
subsection, 45 per centum shall be available for projects in the Territory of 
Hawaii, 35 per centum for projects in Puerto Rico, and 20 per centum for proj- 
ects in the Virgin Islands.” 

Sec. 6. Section 6 of the Federal Airport Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) As soon as possible after July 1 of each fiscal year for which an amount 
is authorized to be obligated by section 5(a), 75 per centum of the amount made 
available for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1956, through June 30, 
1959, and 50 per centum of the amount made available for each of the fiscal years 
ending June 30, 1960, through June 30, 1963, shall be apportioned by the Admin- 
istrator of the Federal Aviation Agency among the several States, one-half in the 
proportion which the population of each State bears to the total population of 
all the States, and one-half in the proportion which the area of each State bears 
to the total area of all the States. Each amount so apportioned for a State 
shall, during the fiscal year for which it was first authorized to be obligated and 
the fiscal year immediately following, be available only for grants for approved 
projects located in that State, or sponsored by that State or some public agency 
thereof but located in an adjoining State, and thereafter any portion of such 
amount which remains unobligated shall be transferred to and become a part 
of the discretionary fund established by subsection (b) (1) of this section, and 
be available in accordance with the provisions of subsections (b)(2) and (3) 
of this section. Upon making an apportionment as provided in this subsection, 
the Administrator shall inform the executive head of each State, and any public 
agency which has requested such information as to the amounts apportioned for 
each State. As used in this subsection the term “population” means the popula- 
tion according to the latest decennial census of the United States and the term 
“area” includes both land and water. 

“(b) (1) Twenty-five per centum of the amounts authorized by section 5(a) 
to be obligated for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1956, through June 30, 1959, 
and 50 per centum of the amounts authorized by section 5(a) to be obligated for 
each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1960, through June 30, 1963, shall, as 
such amounts become available, constitute a discretionary fund. 

“(b)(2) Such discretionary fund shall be available for such approved projects 
in the several States as the Administrator may deem most appropriate for carry- 
ing out the national airport plan, regardless of the States in which they are 
located. The Administrator shall give consideration, in determining the projects 
for which such fund is to be so used, to the existing airport facilities in the 


several States and to the need for airport projects essential to an adequate 
national aviation facilities system. 
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“(b) (3) Such discretionary fund shall also be available for such approved 
projects in national parks and national recreation areas, national monum, 
and national forests, sponsored by the United States or any agency thereo as 
the Administrator may deem appropriate for carrying out the national gin, 
plan; but no other funds authorized under authority of this Act shall be aygi, 
able for such purpose. The sponsor’s share of the project costs of any gue 
approved project shall be paid only out of funds contributed to the Sponsor for 
the purpose of paying such costs (receipt of which funds and their use 
this purpose are hereby authorized) or appropriations specifically authorized 
therefor.” 

Sec. 7. Section 9(d) of the Federal Airport Act is amended to read us follows: 

“All such projects shall be subject to the approval of the Administrator o 
the Federal Aviation Agency, which approval shall be given only if he is Satisfied 
that the project will contribute to the accomplishment of the purposes of this 
Act, that the project is urgently required for and essential to the development 
or establishment of an adequate national aviation facilities system, that sufficient 
funds are available for that portion of the project costs which is not to je 
paid by the United States under this Act, that the project will be complete 
without undue delay, that the public agency or public agencies which submitted 
the project application have legal authority to engage in the airport developmen 
as proposed, and that all project sponsorship requirements prescribed by or yp. 
der the authority of this Act have been or will be met. No project shall be 
approved by the Administrator with respect to any airport unless a public agency 
holds good title, satisfactory to the Administrator, to the landing area of gneh 
airport or the site therefor, or gives assurance satisfactory to the Administrator 
that such title will be acquired.” 


[H.R. 3913, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 3 of the Federal Airport Act, so as to direct that the Adminis. 
trator of the Federal Aviation agency, in formulating and revising the national airport 
plan, shall take into account the advantages and disadvantages of airport sites and 
proposed airport sites as shown by studies of en route, holding, and approach air trafic 
patterns, and the desirability of promoting safety in aviation by minimizing interference 
between civilian and military air operations 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United State 
of America in Congress assembled, That the third sentence of subsection (a) of 
section 3 of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U.S.C. 1102), is amended by 
inserting immediately before “and such other considerations” the following: 
“the advantages and disadvantages of airport sites and proposed airport sites, 
as shown by studies conducted through flight simulator tests and otherwise of 
en route, holding, and approach air traffic patterns, the desirability of promoting 
safety in aviation by minimizing interference between civilian and military air 
operations,”. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., February 2, 1959. 
Hon. OREN HARRIS, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAarRMAN: This will acknowledge your request of January 3, 
1959, for the views of the Bureau of the Budget on H.R. 1011, a bill to amend the 
Federal Airport Act in order to extend the time for making grants under the 
provisions of such act, and for other purposes. 

This legislation would extend and greatly expand the program of Federal 
aid for airport construction from which the administration believes the Federal 
Government should withdraw. While the bill makes ineligible for Federal grant 
some of the facilities not essential to the welfare and safety of those using alt 
transportation, other such facilities would remain eligible. The position of 
the administration is that revenue-producing facilities like terminals 
be financed locally. Moreover, the bill would place an undue administrative 
burden on the Federal Aviation Agency which would have to separate the costs 
of those parts of terminal and other buildings eligible for grants from thos 
parts not eligible. Finally, the bill would continue to treat Alaska as a Terti- 
tory. The administration’s position is that the same general laws, rules, and 
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es should be applied to Alaska as to other States. This policy covers 
Federal grant-in-aid program as well as other programs. ; 

You are advised that H.R. 1011 would not be in accord with the program of 
the president, but that H.R. 3267, legislation recently proposed by the Federal 
aviation Agency, would be in accord with the program of the President. 

ours, 
erect PHILLIP S. HUGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


Civi, AERONAUTICS BoArp, 
Washington, D.C., February 3, 1959. 
Oren Harpzis, 
eee. Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Repre- 
sentatives, Washington, D.C. 


Deak CONGRESSMAN Harnris: This is in reply to your letter of January 23, 1959, 
asking the Board for its comments on H.R. 1011, a bill to amend the Federal 
Act in order to extend the time for making grants under the provisions 

ef such act, and for other purposes. 

As the committee is aware, the Board has a general advisory function in 
connection with the Federal Airport Act. The responsibility, however, for 
administering the Federal Airport Act, including the formulation of the airport 

and the carrying out of the many detailed provisions of the act, rests with 
the Federal Aviation Agency. Accordingly, our comments are general in nature 
and addressed to the need for a strong airport program rather than to the 
specific means by which it is accomplished. 

In its report to your committee of July 23, 1958, in connection with S. 3502, the 
Board pointed out that the advent of the jet and other high-speed aircraft brings 
with it the need for an expanded airport program and that proper governmental 
planning requires that these matters be given serious consideration. In addition, 
attention was called to the fact that in the case of airports serving intermediate 
and smaller communities, it is entirely possible that improved runways and taxi 
facilities will be required with the contemplated introduction of larger capacities 
of intermediate aircraft and improved local service aircraft. 

Proper governmental planning for the needs of air transportation obviously 
requires that these matters be given most serious consideration. The Board 
therefore believes that the Congress should take such steps as may be necessary 
to provide for an adequate airport program to meet these needs, either by 
enactment of legislation along the lines of that proposed, or by any other 
appropriate legislation. 

The Budget Bureau has advised that there is no objection to the submission of 
this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES R. DURFEE, Chairman. 


FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY, 
Washington, D.C., February 7, 1959. 
Hon. OREN Harris, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Repre- 
sentatives. 


Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request of January 23, 1959, for 
the views of this Agency on H.R. 1011, a bill to amend the Federal Airport Act 
in ordér to extend the time for making grants under the provisions of such act, 
and for other purposes. 

The purpose of H.R. 1011 is, in general, to amend the Federal Airport Act, as 
amended (60 Stat. 170; 49 U.S.C. 1101), to extend it for an additional period of 
4 years, The Federal Airport Act now authorizes the Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Agency to obligate $63 million for the fiscal year ending: June 30, 
1959, as the Federal Government’s share of the cost of airport development. 
H.R. 1011 would increase this obligational authority to $100 million for the 1959 

1 year and would provide additional authority to obligate $100 million for 
each fiscal year thereafter to June 30, 1963. Thus, the additional amount to be 
obligated and paid by the Federal Government for airport construction, under 
the provisions of H.R. 1011, is $437 million. 

The Federal Aviation Agency, although in favor of extending the Federal 
oat Act for 4 more years, is strongly opposed to H.R. 1011 in its present 
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This Agency believes that the Federal Airport Act, as was recently the case 
with the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, has become somewhat outmoded and 
needs to be streamlined and modernized to meet the radically changed condi 
currently facing us in this vital field of aviation activity. H.R. 1011 would 
merely extend the Federal Airport Act and thereby continue its outmoded 
provisions at greatly increased cost to the Government. The administration b 
on the other hand, proposes a more positive program, one which is geared to m 
in a timely and effective fashion those urgent and true needs that confront yg 
and do so at a cost well below that of H.R. 1011. In a period when matters 
beyond our control keep overall expenditures continually reaching for new Deaca. 
time highs, it is critically important to discipline ourselves to producing maximum 
results in airport development at the lowest practicable cost. 

In considering the advisability of supporting or opposing enactment of HR. 
1011, this Agency considered, among other things, that necessary expenditures 
by the Federal Government to assure the continued development and increased 
safety of civil aviation, not including airports, are already very large ang are 
certain to increase very sharply in the years immediately ahead. For the fiseal 
year ending June 30, 1960, this Agency is requesting $537 million for PUTPoses 
other than airports. This is a very sizable operational and financial contributig, 
to aviation for which State and local governments cannot assume any share of 
responsibility. In addition, consideration was also given to the fact that the 
Government has other, even more pressing, obligations which must be met. Wit 
this in mind, the Administration submitted to the Congress its own Proposal 
for the extension of the Federal Airport Act which was introduced as S§. 674 ang 
H.R. 3267 of the 86th Congress. 

In considering how airport development needs are to be met, we must recognize 
that aviation is no longer a helpless infant but has now come of age. Large seg. 
ments of aviation which were once unable to survive without assistance have ql. 
ready obtained a position of strong self-sufficiency. Others are moving rapidly 
in that direction. We must look toward the day, in the not very distant future, 
when the vast majority of our airports will be either self-sustaining or will te 
at least on a sound enough economic footing to call for assumption of full financial 
responsibility on a local or State basis. 

To meet the very real needs foreseen in the period before this comes about, 
this Agency agrees that Federal airport aid should be extended through fiseal | 
year 1963. A study of the needs of airport improvements necessary for an ade. 
quate national system indicates-a peak need in 1960. This need reflects the 
overall growth of flying activity and the introduction and use of jet aircraft. 
Thereafter, the need for extension of airport development tapers off somewhat. 
Consequently, authorizations of funds should be provided at correspondingly 
descending levels through fiscal year 1963. At this time, we do not feel any 
forecast can reasonably be made beyond fiscal year 1963. 

A program of this type would assure that Federal participation will continue 
for the period necessary to afford ample opportunity to the States and local con- 
munities to assume their proper responsibility without disruption of needed air- 
port development. At the same time it would reflect this Agency’s conviction 
that the time has come to begin an orderly tapering off of the airport grant 
program. 

In order to modernize and streamline H.R. 1011 and to provide the above type 
of program, and also to meet this Agency’s objections to H.R. 1011, it is recom- 
mended that the following amendments to that bill be adopted. 


AMENDMENT j 


Delete sections 1 and 2 and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“That the Federal Airport Act, as amended (60 Stat. 172; 49 U.S.C. 1104), 
is further amended as follows: 

“ ‘Section 5(a) and (b) of the Federal Airport Act is amended to read as 
follows: 

“*(a) For the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects in 
the several States, there are hereby authorized to be obligated by the execution 
of grant agreements pursuant to section 12 of this Act the sum of $40,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, the sum of $60,000,000 for each of the 
fiscal years ending June 30, 1957, June 30, 1958, and June 30, 1959, and the sum 
of $63,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, the sum of $53,500,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, the sum of $44,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1962, and the sum of $34,000,000 for the fiscal year en 
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30, 1963. Each such authorized amount shall become available for obliga- 
im beginning July 1 of the fiscal year for which it is authorized, and shall 
tinue to be so available until so obligated: Provided, however, That such 
ae of the amount authorized to be obligated for the fiscal year ending 
os 30, 1960, as shall be allocated to the discretionary fund by section 6(b) (1) 
f this Act, as amended, shall become available for obligation upon the date 
ot enactment of this Act and shall remain available until obligated. 
: «‘(p) For the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects in the 
Territory of Hawaii, and in Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, there are hereby 
guthorized to be obligated by the execution of grant agreements pursuant to sec- 
tion 12 the sum of $2,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and the 
sum of $3,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1957, June 30, 1958, 
and June 30, 1959; the sum of $2,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1960; the sum of $1,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and the sum 
of $1,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1962, and June 30, 1963. 
Bach such authorized amount shall become available for obligation beginning 
July 1 of the fiscal year for which it is authorized and shall continue to be so 
available unti so obligated. Of each of the amounts authorized by this sub- 
section, 45 per centum shall be available for projects in the Territory of Hawaii, 
35 per centum for projects in Puerto Rico, and 20 per centum for projects in 
n Islands.’” 
tendon 1, in essence, would provide for a $200 million outlay of Federal 
funds over the 4-year period for which it would extend the program. It is care- 
fully tailored to meet urgent peak demands foreseen in the earlier portion of 
the 4-year period and to taper off thereafter. 


AMENDMENT 2 


Delete section 3 and in lieu thereof substitute the following : 

“That the Federal Airport Act, as amended (60 Stat. 170; 49 U.S.C. 1101), 
is further amended as follows: 

“Section 2(a) (3) of the Federal Airport Act is amended to read as follows: 

“*(3) “Airport development” means (A) any acquisition of land or of any 


interest therein or of any easement through or other interest in airspace which 
is necessary for development, operation, or maintenance of any public airport 
or portion thereof, or which is necessary to remove or mitigate, or prevent or 
limit the establishment of, airport hazards, and (B) any work involved in con- 
structing, improving, or repairing a public airport or portion thereof, including 
the removal, lowering, relocation, and marking and lighting of airport hazards, 
but excluding construction, improvement, alteration, or repair of any buildings 
or portion thereof, other than a building or portion thereof required to house 
air traffic control activities, weather reporting activities, and communications 
activities related to air traffic control and further excluding automobile parking 
areas and etitrance roads: Provided, That this provision shall not operate to 
alter, restrict, or otherwise interfere with carrying out any work programed 
prior to enactment of this amendment.’ ” 

Amendment 2 would change the definition of “airport development” to con- 
fine Federal aid to development of that portion of our airport system which is 
directly needed for safe and efficient aircraft operations. In other words, Fed- 
eral funds would be devoted to runways, taxiways, aprons, tower facilities, etc., 
and would not go “beyond the gate,” Federal concern would be limited to safe 
and efficient movement of passengers and cargo. Local and State governments 
and private interests would be expected to assume their traditional and proper 
responsibilities for the comfort and welfare of passengers and other airport 
users, and for the custody and protection of cargo. This amendment is more 
extensive than the provisions of section 3 of H.R. 1011 and is based on the 
proper assignment of State and local responsibility as well as the basic philos- 
ophy that there should be an end of expectation that Federal funds will be 
available for projects which either do in fact, or should reasonably be expected 
to, profuce sufficient revenue to attract financing from sources other than Fed- 
eral aid funds. 

AMENDMENT 3 


‘ — section 4 thereof beginning with line 23, page 3, and ending with line 
, page 4. 


Amendment 3 would delete section 4 of H.R. 1011, which proposes to amend 
section 2(a)(3) of the Federal Airport Act to include within the definition of 
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“airport development” periodic seal coating of flexible airport pavements and 
the filling of joints in rigid airport pavements. The Federal Aviation Agency 
strongly opposes extending Federal airport aid for these purposes, because jt 
could lead to opening up the entire new field of maintenance-type work for Federa} 
support. 

AMENDMENT 4 


Insert the following new section to read as follows: 

“That the Federal Airport Act, as amended (60 Stat. 170; 49 U.S.C. 1101) 
is further amended as follows: ! 

“Sections 2, 3, 7, 9, and 10 of the Federal Airport Act are amended by de 
leting the term “the Territory of Alaska” wherever if appears and by delet 
the term “the Territories” appearing in section 3(a) and substituting in }jeq 
thereof “the Territory of Hawaii’’.’” 

Amendment 4 would give full recognition to Alaska’s statehood and treat the 
former Territory of Alaska as a State. 


AMENDMENT 5 


Insert the following new section to read as follows: 

“That the Federal Airport Act, as amended (60 Stat. 173; 49 U.S.0. 1105), is 
further amended as follows: 

“*That section 6 of the Federal Airport Act is amended to read as follows: 

“«“(a) As soon as possible after July 1 of each fiscal year for which an 
amount is alithorized to be obligated by section 5(a), 75 per centum of the amount 
made available for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1956, through June 
30, 1959, and 50 per centum of the amount made available for each of the fiscal 
years ending June 30, 1960, through June 30, 1963, shall be apportioned by the 
Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency among the several States, one-half 
in the proportion which the population of each State bears to the total popula- 
tion of all the States, and one-half in the proportion which the area of each 
State bears to the total area of all the States. Each amount so apportioned for a 
State shall, during the fiscal year for which it was first authorized to be obligated 
and the fiscal year immediately following, be available only for grants for ap 
proved projects located in that State, or sponsored by that State or some public 
agency thereof but located in an adjoining State, and thereafter any portion 
of such amount which remains unobligated shall be transferred to and become 
a part of the discretionary fund established by subsection (b) (1) of this section, 
and be available in accordance with the provisions of subsections (b) (2) and 
(3) of this section. Upon making an apportionment as provided in this sub- 
section, the Administrator shall inform the executive head of each State, and 
any public agency which has requested such information as to the amounts 
apportioned for each State. As used in this subsection, the term ‘population’ 
means the population according to the latest decennial census of the United 
States and the term ‘area’ includes both land and water. 

“*“(b) (1) Twenty-five per centum of the amounts authorized by section 
h(a) to be obligated for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1956, through June 30, 
1959, and 50 per centum of the amounts authorized by section 5(a) to be obligated 
for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1960, through June 30, 1963, shall, 
as such amounts become available, constitute a discretionary fund. 

“*“(9) Such discretionary fund shall be available for such approved projects 
in the several States as the Administrator may deem most appropriate for 
carrying out the national airport plan, regardless of the States in which they 
are located. The Administrator shall give consideration, in determining the 
projects for which such fund is to be so used, to the existing airport facilities 
in the several States and to the need for airport projects essential to an 
adequate national aviation facilities system. 

“*(3) Such discretionary fund shall also be available for such approved 
projects in national parks and national recreation areas, national monuments, 
and national forests, sponsored by the United States or any agency thereof, as 
the Administratior may deem appropriate for carrying out the national airport 
plan; but no other funds authorized under authority of this Act shall be avail 
able for such purpose. The sponsor’s share of the project costs of any such 
approved project shall be paid only out of funds contributed to the sponsor for 
the purpose of paying such costs (receipt of which funds and their use for this 
purpose are hereby authorized) or appropriations specifically authorized there 
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Amendment 5, while retaining the established equities of the present State 
a rtionment formula, will increase the discretionary funds of the Adminis- 
trator from 25 percent of appropriated funds to 50 percent. This would provide 
padly needed flexibility to meet urgent requirements where they actually exist. 
Second, provision would be made with respect to funds apportioned to the 
States but unused for the prescribed 2-year period, permitting them to revert 
in their entirety to the Adininistrator’s discretionary fund without being re- 
apportioned as required under existing law. This would insure the maximum 
availability of funds for actual productive use, whereas sizable amounts stand 
idle for long periods under present law. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that enactment of H.R. 1011 as intro- 
duced would not be in accord with the program of the President, but, if amended 
as proposed in this report, would be in accord with the program of the Presi- 


% Federal Aviation Agency would interpose no objection to H.R. 1011 if 
the recommendations set forth above are adopted. 
Sincerely yours, 
BE. R. Quesapa, Administrator. 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BupDGET, 
Washington, D.C., February 12, 1959. 
Hon. OREN HARRIS, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Represent- 
atives, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CuHArrMAN: This will acknowledge your request of February 2, 
1959, for the views of the Bureau of the Budget on H.R. 3267, a bill to amend the 
Federal Airport Act to extend the time for making grants for the construction of 
urgent airport projects essential to an adequate national aviation facilities 


system. 
vimnis legislation would provide for an adequate program of Federal aid for 
essential airport facilities to meet the needs of increased traffic and higher speed 
planes over the next 4 years. 

You are advised that the Bureau of the Budget favors enactment of H.R. 3267, 
which is in accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Witrrep H. Rom™Met, 
Acting Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


Crvri AERONAUTICS BOARD, 
Washington, D.C. 
Hon, OxeW Harris, 
Chairman; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Represent- 
atives, Washington, D.C. 


Deak CONGRESSMAN Harris: This is in reply to your letter of February 2, 
1959, asking the Board for its comments on H.R. 3267, a bill to amend the Federal 
Airport Act to extend the time for making grants for the construction of urgent 
airport projects essential to an adequate national aviation facilities system. 

As the committee is aware, the Board has a general advisory function in con- 
nection with the Federal Airport Act. The responsibility, however, for admin- 
istering the Federal Ajrport Act, including the formulation of the airport plan 
and the carrying out of the many detailed provisions of the act, rests with the 
Federal Aviation Agency. Accordingly, our comments are general in nature and 
addressed to the need for a strong airport program rather than to the specific 
means by which it is accomplished. 

Inits report to your committee of July 23, 1958, in connection with S. 3502, the 
Board pointed out that the advent of the jet and other high-speed aircraft brings 
with it the need for an expanded airport program and that proper governmental 
planning requires that these matters be given serious consideration. In addition, 
attention was called to the fact that in the case of airports serving intermediate 
and smaller communities, it is entirely possible that improved runways and taxi 
facilities will be required with the contemplated introduction of larger capacities 
of intermediate aircraft and improved local service aircraft. 

Proper governmentai planning for the needs of air transportation obviously 
requires that these matters be given most serious consideration. The Board 
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therefore believes that the Congress should take such steps as may be n 
to provide for an adequate airport program to meet these needs, either by enact, 
ment of legislation along the lines of that proposed, or by any other appropriate 
legislation. 

The Budget Bureau has advised that there is no objection to the Submission of 
this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES R. DurrFee, Chairmay, 


(The following letter transmitted proposed draft of H.R. 3267 :) 


FEDERAL AVIATION AGENcy, 
‘ Washington, D.¢, 
Hon. SAM RAYBURN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

DEAR Mr. SPEAKER: It is requested that the enclosed draft of bill be introduced 
in the House of Representatives at your convenience. 

The title of this proposal is “To amend the Federal Airport Act to exteng the 
time for making grants for the construction of urgent airport projects essential) tp 
an adequate national aviation facilities system.” 

This proposal would amend the Federal Airport Act to extend its operation, 
which is due to expire on June 30, 1959, for an additional period of 4 years eng. 
ing June 30, 1963. It would also authorize the Administrator of the Federg 
Aviation Agency to obligate $200 million of Federal funds for airport aid, proyig. 
ing $65, $55, $45, and $35 million for each of the 4 ficcal years ending June 3, 
1960, 1961, 1962, and 1963, respectively. 

This bill provides a positive program for meeting the true needs for which 
the Federal Government should properly be responsible. It assures that Federaj 
participation will continue for the period necessary to afford ample opportunity 
to the States and local communities to assume their proper responsibility with. 


out disruption of needed airport development. At the same time, it reflects our | 


conviction that the time has come for the Federal Government to begin an orderly 
withdrawal from the airport grant program. 

Our predecessor agency, the Civil Aeronautics Administration made an er. 
haustive study of airport needs. This study indicated that, in the interest of 
safety, there was urgent need for projects such as runways, taxiways, and ramp 
facilities to accommodate increased flying activity and the new jet operations, 
Further need was shown for towers and land acquisitions to provide approach 
areas free from obstructions. Many of these urgent projects were found to b 
needed at one or another of the 72 airports which, by the end of 1961, will serve 
the approximately 500 jet aircraft that the air carriers will then have in operation, 

The critical need for the construction and development of airports will reach 
its peak during the year 1960, and it is estimated that $65 million of Federal air- 
port aid will be needed to finance the construction and development of those air- 
port projects which should be accomplished during the coming fiscal year. During 
the following 3 years, the need for the development of additional airport facilities 
will gradually taper off with a consequent reduction in the need for Federal 
funds. 

Additionally, the study indicated some need for projects for “back of the 
ramp” facilities such as terminal buildings, entrance roads, and automobile park- 
ing areas. This Agency feels, however, that Federal aid should be concentrated 
on airport facilities directly needed for safe and efficient flight operations. The 
construction, maintenance, and operation of our civil airports has always been 
primarily a matter of local responsibility. Aviation has now achieved a state of 
maturity ia which airports are becoming more financially self-sufficient. This 
trend toward self-sufficiency is expected to eontinue and should be encouraged 
by the Federal Government. These principles are based on proper assignment 
of State and local responsibility as well as on the basic philosophy that there 
should be an end of expectation that Federal funds will be available for projects 
which either do in fact, or should reasonably be expected to, provide sufficient 
revenue to attract financing from sources other than Federal aid funds. 

The Agency’s decision to begin an orderly withdrawal from the airport grat 
program is also based on the hard fact that the Government must now devole 
those resources it can make available for the promotion of civil aviation to pr 
grams which cannot be assumed by others. Airports constitute only a part o 
the Federal financial support of civil aviation. The greater expenditure by far 
must go to the necessary operation, expansion, and improvement of our ait 
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control system. The urgent needs of this system will require huge expendi- 
of Federal funds during the 5 fiscal years from 1959 through 1963. : At the 
e time, this agency believes, and there is general agreement on this, that 
= t airport projects which are essential to an adequate national aviation 
facilities system must be accomplished and that, unless the Federal aid airport 
; m is continued, they will not be properly expedited. 
se believe that the bill would provide the necessary funds for those urgent 
r0 which are essential to an adequate national aviation facilities system. 
The Federal Government’s participation in the airport grant program would be 
limited to such projects, and would include only those projects which lie in front 
of the gate. This principle would be incorporated into the law by amending the 
definition of “Airport Development” in section 2(a) (3) of the Federal Airport 
eg term “Airport Development,” as amended, would limit grants under the 
Federal Airport Act to construction relating to landing area facilities such as 
runways, taxiways, aircraft ramps, control tower structures, and installations 
for the lighting of such facilities. It would make ineligible the construction of 
administration and terminal buildings, automobile parking lots, entrance roads, 
sidewalks, and other nonaeronautical facilities on the airport. 

“Finally, the proposal would amend section 6 of the Federal Airport Act to 
revise the provisions for apportionment of funds among the States. 

By statute, the Administrator now is required to apportion among the several 
States 75 percent of the amounts made available for each fiscal year. The re- 
maining 25 percent becomes part of a discretionary fund, available for such 
uses as are determined to be most appropriate for carrying out the national 
airport plan, regardless of where those projects are located, and for projects in 
national parks, recreation areas, etc. The funds apportioned to the several States 
remain available until the end of the second fiscal year following the date on 
which they first became available. At the expiration of that time, if funds ap- 
portioned to a particular State remain unobligated, they are reapportioned in 
accordance with the same 75-25 percent formula. 

Experience demonstrates that approximately 17 percent of the funds allocated 
to States are not matched. Ultimately, they are reallocated. But, in the mean- 
time, these moneys which should have been used for urgently needed airport 
development are frozen. There have always been requests for more funds than 
were available. This amendment would permit allocation to the discretionary 
fund of 50 percent of the amounts authorized to be obligated, and would provide 
that at the expiration of the second fiscal year following the date on which 
funds first become available, such part of the funds apportioned to a particular 
State as have not been committed will become a part of the discretionary fund 
and be available for those urgently needed projects which the Administrator 
considers to be most appropriate. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that enactment of this legislation would 
be in accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 


E. R. QUESADA, 

Administrator. 
_ The Cuarrman. I am quite impressed with the apparent interest 
in this program which manifested itself by the appearance of wit- 
nesses here today. I observe a number of our colleagues interested 
in this program, and of course they have heretofore manifested their 
interest because, as it will be recalled, a similar bill was passed in the 
last Congress proposing to extend the act but was not approved by the 
President for the reasons then given by him. 

I think it would be advisable to include the Presidential veto in the 
wee at this point, too, in order that we may have the record com- 
plete. 

(The document referred to follows :) 

EXTENSION or TIME FoR MAKING GRANTS UNDER FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 
1 am withholding approval of S.3502, “To amend the Federal Airport Act 


order to extend the time for making grants under the provisions of such act, 
and for other purposes.” 
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The main purpose of the bill is to expand and continue the present Federa) 
program of aid to States and local communities for the construction and 
provement of public airports. Under the bill, the currently authorizeg 
gram of $63 million a year through fiscal year 1959, would be increaseq to § 
million a year and extended 4 years through fiscal year 1963. Total Governmen 
expenditures would be increased by $437 million. 

Civil airports have always been regarded as primarily a local responsibil 
and have been built, operated, and maintained by States and local Communities, 
During the period when the aviation industry was growing to maturity, it Was 
appropriate for the Federal Government to assist local communities to de 
airport facilities. Through various programs, including the grant program al 
thorized by the Federal Airport Act, well over $1 billion has been allocated 
by the Government to the construction and improvement of local civil airports, 
In addition, over 500 military airport facilities have ben declared surplys and 
turned over to the cities, counties, and States for airport use. These contriby- 
tions, along with subsidies to airlines aeronautical research, and the establigh. 
ment and maintenance of the Federal airways system, have greatly aided—ip 
fact, have made possible—the tremendous growth of civil aviation in oyr gen- 
eration. 

Now, however, I am convinced that the time has come for the Federal Goy. 
ernment to begin an orderly withdrawal from the airport grant program, This 
conclusion is based first, on the hard fact that the Government must now de 
vote the resources it can make available for the promotion of civil aviation 
programs which cannot be assumed by others, and second, on the conyictig, 
that others should begin to assume the full responsibility for the cost of ep. 
struction and improvement of civil airports. 

Over the past two decades, more and more airports have progressed to the 
point of self-sufficiency. Aviation generally has achieved a state of maturity in 
which the users should be expected to pay an increasing share of airport costs, 
With the continued growth of aviation and the application of sound 
ment principles, the progress toward airport self-sufficiency should continye, 

I recognize that there will doubtless be a transitional period during whi 
the Federal Government will be required to provide aid to urgent airport 
projects which are essential to an adequate national aviation facilities system 
and which cannot be completed in any other way. However, this bill does not 
provide for a transitional program. Rather, it sharply increases the level of 
the existing program. It does not provide for aid to the most urgent airport 
projects, but continues the current allocation formula which is not related t 
broad national aeronautical needs. 

The existing program continues through June 30, 1959, so no community 


will be hurt by the withholding of approval of this legislation. At the next | 


session of the Congress, the administration will recommend a transitional 
program to provide aid for the construction of urgent airport projects that are 
essential to an adequate national aviation facilities system. 


Dwicutr D. EIsennower. 

THE Wuite Howse, September 2, 1958. 

The Cuarrman. Weare glad at this tire to welcome to the commit. 
tee our colleague, the Honorable Hale Boggs of Louisiana. Mr. 
Boggs is the sponsor of H.R. 1787. 

Mr. Boggs, the committe is glad to extend to you a welcome this 
morning, and to have your statement in behalf of this legislation. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HALE BOGGS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 


Mr. Boces. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, first, let 
me congratulate you and the other members of the committee for 
holding these hearings so early in this session. I think this is oned 
the areas where we need congressional action, and we need it just # 
soon as we can get it. 

As you pointed out, I am the author of one of the bills before the 
committee, which is numbered H.R. 1787. This bill is identical with 
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genate bill’ No. 1, as introduced in the Senate by Senator Monroney 

I think, 40 or 45 of his colleagues at the beginning of this session. 

That bill, as you know, was reported favorably by the Senate Inter- 

date and Foreign Commerce Committee, with amendments, and 

by the Senate as amended last Friday night, February 6, and 

{ presume that in due course that Senate bill will be referred to this 
ttee 


The purpose of H.R. 1787 is to extend the provisions of existing law 
sibegh fiscal year 1964 at an increased level of $100 million an- 
mually—with $95 million available for the continental United States, 
and $5 million available for the State of Alaska, Territories of Hawaii, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. Under the present law, all of 
asknow this/livision is $60 million for continental United States, and 
$3 million for Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 
Thus, my bill would call for an increase in annual authorized funds 
for obligation of $37 million. _ 

Secondly, my bill would provide for a separate special fund of $75 
million for discretionary allocation on a matching fund basis by the 
Federal Aviation Agency Administrator effective July 1, 1959, which 
would remain available until obligated. 

Third, the bill would eliminate as an allowable project cost the 
acquisition or construction of automobile parking lots and the con- 
struction within terminal buildings of restaurants, bars, cocktail 
lounges, and similar concession areas and such other frills and fancy 
items which in the discretion of the Federal Aviation Agency Admin- 
istrator are not essential to the welfare and safety of the traveling 

blic. 

Fourth, the bill would permit Federal assistance on a matching 
fund basis to certain small nonhub airports for the sealing and fillin 
of joints on runway pavements. In many cases today this is regard 
aga maintenance item and exceeds the financial ability of many small 
communities. 

Fifth, the bill would provide for the publication by January 1 of 
each year the proposed program of airport development for the next 
fiscal year. In past years I understand that this program has been 
published rather late in the year with the result that many of the local 
sponsors are left in the dark as to what they might expect for the 
forthcoming fiscal year. 

Now, before proceeding to present to this committee the reasons 
why I regard as important in adopting H.R. 1787 as the preferable bill, 
ae like to make a few brief preliminary remarks in which we can 
all agree. 

Iknow that this committee has before it a number of bills proposing 
the extension and continuation of the Federal airport aid program. 
One of them, H.R. 1011, which is the bill introduced by the distin- 
oe of this committee, Mr. Harris, is identical with the 

| which the Congress passed last year, S. 3502, and which the 

ident refused to approve and on which he issued a memorandum 
of disapproval on September 2, 1958. I have noted that in that memo- 
tandum of disapproval the President indicated that he would submit 
legislation to the 86th Congress to carry out what he termed a need 
oran orderly withdrawal from this field of Federal assistance and 
to mplement his proposal for a transitional program covering the 
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next 4 years. This has been done, I am informed, and is embodied jp 
the bill introduced by our distinguished colleague, Mr. Bennett of 
Michigan, which is H.R. 3267 previously referred to by the chairmay 
of the committee. 

I sincerely believe, Mr. Chairman, that a brief examination of thes 
bills would disclose more that unites us than divides us. Unfop. 
tunately, the airport aid program has been presented to the public 
in some quarters as a highly controversial, nghiy. partisan issue, | 
regret the fact that the differences which may divide us have beg, 
exaggerated. Personally I would wish to dwell upon those factors 
which unite us rather than divide us. 

First, from an examination of my bill and the bill which the dis. 
tinguished chairman has introduced, and the bill which Mr. Bennet 
has introduced, and the other bills relating to the same subject, you wil] 
note that we are in unanimous agreement on the desirability and the 
need for the extension of the Federal aid to airports program for at 
least the next 4 years, and the Senate, by favorable action last. Friday 
on S. 1, has indicated the agreement of the vast majority of that body, 

Thus, there would appear to me to be a meeting of all minds con: 
cerned with this subject on the broad plateau, as it were, on the need 
and desirability of carrying on the encouragement and assistance to 
State and local communities with Federal financial. assistance on q 
matching fund basis to develop, improve, and extend our overtaxed 
airport facilities throughout our country. 

Now, interestingly enough, it would appear to me that we are ip 
an area of reasonable agreement on the desirability and the necessity 
for making our future program of Federal assistance more flexible 
by permitting a wider latitude of discretion to be exercised by the 
Federal Aviation Agency Administrator—the successor to the See- 
retary of Commerce—in the administration and disposition of the 
Federal funds on the basis of pressing need of individual projects, 
rather than on the basis heretofore of State boundaries. In other 
words, it would appear that all of us recognize that we ought to 
view this problem more on a national level than on the rigid State 
and local level. Nevertheless we are in agreement on the broad general 
idea of continuing the allocation of a large part of our Federal 
authorized funds on a State apportionment basis so that no area of 
the United States will be unjustly discriminated against or treated 
inequitably. 

A third broad area of reconciliation which I note in these variow 
bills and in the statements which have been made in support of them 
is the plain fact that we must first concern ourselves with the mos 
essential parts of airport development—runways, taxiways, lighting, 
ramps, and so on, ad not with the so-called frills or fancies whieh 
simetimes crop up in terminal buildings or administration building 
which have sometimes been described as local monuments. 

Therefore, when all is said and done, it would look as if we wer 
all heading in the same direction, pretty much in step and united 
rather than divided as has been made to appear. 

I believe this is well borne out by the fact that most of the groups 
that supported the bill S. 3502 last year, and which appeared before 
the committee in other body, and which will testify before this com- 
mittee, are nonpartisan and certainly in most cases are completely 
nonpolitical. 
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[have noted that they range from private business executive groups 
to labor unions on the one hand, and from the town hall and city hall 
to the statehouse on the other. They represent all stripes of political 
faith, including old and young, male and female. 

It is for this reason that I place no stock in the treatment of this 
issue by the press or by anyone else as a purely partisan political test 
of strength, and I believe that this committee in its deliberations and 
its conferences with the Senate will produce a bill which serves the 
needs of American aviation, which both Houses of Congress can accept, 
and which the President, in all good conscience, can approve. 

I do not intend to undertake a detailed section-by-section explana- 
tion of my bill or to occupy the time of the committee except for a 
few additional minutes. I would like to make these few concluding 
comments : ; 

First, with reference to the impact on the President’s budget about 
which we have heard so much, may I stress that this bill, like the 
others before this committee, is not an appropriation bill but rather 
an authorization which does not permit advance obligation since much 
of the authorized funds will be completely controlled by the discretion 
of the President’s own appointee, the Federal Aviation Agency Ad- 
ministrator, and that may be obligated as he sees fit. I doubt that 
anyone could seriously contend that the extension of the Federal 
Airport. Act as proposed in my bill, or any of the bills here, will 
knock the President’s budget out of line this year, or even next year. 

Now, with respect to the official administration bill, H.R. 3267, 
introduced by Mr. Bennett—and incidentally, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to include in the record at this point a breakdown of the contract 
obligation authority of the various bills that are before the committee, 
ifI may. I presume this information is available to the committee. 

ete ireca, We will be glad to receive it. 

Mr. Boees. I would like to include it at this point in the record. 

The Cuamrman. It may be included with your statement. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


New contract obligation authority 
[Thousands of dollars] 


I. DISCRETIONARY FUNDS 












































Ist year available | 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 | 1964 Total 
H.R, 1787 (Mr. Boggs)!._ - eae ere _......| 98,650 | 25,750 | 23, 750 23,750 | 23,750 | 193, 750 
8.1 (as passed Senate) _____._........-......- | 65,000 | 23,750 | 23,750 | 23,750 | 23,750 }.......- 160, 000 
H.R. 1011 (Mr. Harris)?___.... 8,750 | 23,750 | 23,750 | 23,750 | 23,750 |........ | 103, 750 
H.R. 3267 (Mr. Bennett)........-------.____ 31, 500 }........| 26,750 | 22,000 | 17,000 |__.___-- | 97, 250 

| 
ennenni i AE Tie he oly Becher baht diol idee 
Il. FUNDS ALLOCATED TO STATES AND TERRITORIES 
a ah Sait ek ae site 
| 

H.R. 1787 (Mr. Boggs)!_.................._.. ROS 76, 250 | 76,250 | 76,250 | 76,250 | 76,250 | 381, 250 
8.1 (as passed Senate)_............._......--|--_-...| 76,250 | 76,250 | 76,250 | 76.250 |.....__. 305, 000 
HR. 1011 (Mr. Harris)?_-_- == 92-2722 | 28, 250 | 76,250 | 76,250 | 76,250 | 76,250 |...._._- 333, 250 
H.R, 3267 (Mr. Bennett)....._....__- tain Le hogint | 33, 500 | 28,250 | 23,000 | 18,000 |... 102, 750 











‘H.R. 2911, by Mr. McFall, is identical. 


an 1056, by Mr. Roberts; H.R. 2507, by Mr. Van Zandt; H. R. 3378, by Mr. ‘Pollefson; and H.R. 


. by Mr, Hemphill, are identical. 


Mr. Bocas. I understand that H.R. 3267 is identical to S. 674. 
That bill was not offered on the floor of the Senate as an amendment 
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last Friday. It recognizes need, however, for the continuation of , A 
program of Federal assistance over the period of the next 4 years, (jj = 


provides for a greater division of the authorized funds for digeps. $10 
tionary use, and its essential difference, of course, is in the amounts art 
of money. There is one difference which does not appear in the bil] ° 
itself, but which has been emphasized by the President in his meio. - 
randum of disapproval on S, 3502 and again in his budget m jm 
of January 19; namely, that this bill is his idea of an ordetly wit Sta 
drawal from the field by the Federal Government in the future, re 
All I can say about that, Mr. Chairman, is that I beliéve the pip | 
is entirely premature in that respect, and I differ with the propogi. sn 
tion that Congress ought to guess now in 1959 what we ought to d = 
about aviation problems in 1963. fur 
With respect to so-called terminal buildings, you will note that m Fed 
bill, as was S..1, would write into statutory law an absolute prohibj. d 
tion against. the use of one single Federal dollar for the acquisition, = 
or construction of an automobile parking lot, bars, and so forth, and wo 
for “any other item which in the discretion of the Administrators Pre 
not essential to the welfare and safety of the traveling public.” ti 
I might say this, skipping over here a bit—I would like to make | lidit 
this whole statement a part of the record—I think that we have cy. ana 
tain obligations about these terminal buildings that we should nottry | far 
to cast aside. Many of our communities, particularly the big cities | Ass 


have only now embarked on a large terminal program, they are build- 
ing sound constructed terminals. I know that oe in my ow} inde 
community, and I know it applies in a great many other communities, | tion 
and I think it would be very unwise if we were now to try to change | gar 
the rules right in the middle of the stream. 
In this connection I have noted that m most of the large hub air} grat 
ports a comparatively little amount of Federal dollars have bee 
channeled into terminal buildings. T 
For example: I am informed that this Los Angeles—of course, our 
distinguished former colleague, the mayor of that city, is here and he Ti 
can testify directly—but I am told that there have been no Feder T 
funds invested in the terminal building. Is that right, Mr. Poulson! M 
The terminal building of the New York Port Authority canné} ; 
have too much Federal funds for them for the simple reason that the 
total percentage of all Federal funds advanced for all major airports | op 7 
in New York comes to less than 6 percent of the more than $20) park 
million they have put into them. Ni 
To get away from the bigger ports into the small towns you find} pig} 
a greater ratio of Federal funds in terminal buildings, but let m} tigip 
reemphasize the agreement which I believe all of us have expressed M 
in our various bills, that the higher priority of need and the place to Mi 
put a substantial part is in ground facilities, runways, taxiways, clei | jg, gg 
zones, lights, and so on. M 
Before I conclude, let me bring to the attention of the committee the M 
fact that as a condition precedent to the receipt of any Federal fund | man; 
local airport sponsors must agree to furnish facilities to the Feder! | term 
Government rent free. You aoe how that has worked out in th In 
past, you have those figures, but as all of you know that amountst| to be 
a very considerable amount of money to the advantage of the Feder! 
Government. 
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Asfaras the difference between us as to amounts, I think that the 
need for the level of Federal assistance contained in my bill, namely, 
$100 million a year, is more than corroborated by the official survey of 

‘port needs recently concluded by the Federal Aviation Agency 
which was furnished to the Senate committee. This survey showed 
8 need over a period of 4 calendar years, namely, 1959 through 
1962, of $1, 290 million. This survey finds corroboration and support 
from the survey conducted last year by the National Association of 
State and County Officials, the Airport Operators Council, and the 
American Association of Airport Executives, which covered a com- 

sble ‘period, and which came up with a strikingly comparable fig- 
ure of $1,066 million. ra 

If the official record of the Federal Aviation Agency needs any 
further check, I would suggest we all take a look at the amount of 
Federal assistance requested for fiscal 1959, which total $192 million, 
and after allocating the available $63 million, left $129 million in re- 
quests unsatisfied. So I believe that we can accept these figures as 

ing reasonably accurate, the same as we are called upon to accept the 
President’s budget figures as being reasonably accurate. 

In conclusion, let me say I am very much encouraged as to the va- 
lidity of the provisions of the bill which I have introduced by the 
wanimous support which it has received from the U.S. _con- 
ference of mayors, the American Municipal Association, the National 
Association of State and County Officials, the National Association of 
State Aviation Officials, the labor organizations, the AFL-CIO, the 
independent organization of the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Associa- 
tion, and the National Business Aircraft Association. These men 
certainly are not interested in a en political fight; they are not 
inte , per se, in partisan politics. They are interested in seeing 
that the right thing is done to serve and advance the needs of aviation 
inour country today. 

That, Mr. Chairman, is the only reason why I have imposed upon 
you and taken up your time to make this statement this morning. 

Thank you very much. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett. First of all I would like to say that I find myself 
inagreement with many of the things that Mr. Boggs said, particu- 
larly in respect of getting away from the spending of Federal funds 
on things that ought to be local projects; namely, terminal facilities, 
parking facilities, and that sort of thing. 

Now you said, I think, in your bill, and I think in the chairman’s 
bill, you had included language which would eliminate Federal par- 
ticipation in such things as bars and restaurants. 

Mr. Bocés. Parking lots, and so forth. 

; ae Bennert. Parking lots, and many other so-called frills, that 
18, a8 far as—— 

Mr. Boees. Federal participation. 

Mr. Bennerr. As far as the Government is concerned, although 
many of those things, if they are built locally, help to make the whole 
terminal facilities more usable and more profitable a facility. 

In other words, while I agree the Federal Government ought not 
to be spending money for bars in airports, I am not so sure that a bar 
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in an airport isn’t a very useful thing so far as the profitmaking part 
of the enterprise is concerned. 

Mr. Bocas. One might go further 

Mr. Bennett. I think the crux of this argument is, should thy 
Federal Government be actually putting any more money into tery, 
nal facilities at all. Should that not more properly be a local propos. 
tion, and if properly handled and financed, turn out to be a profitable 
operation for them and let the Federal Government spend its mon 
for the things that we all agree are the most necessary ; namely, ade. 
quate extension of runways? 

Mr. Boces. Well, I wouldn’t argue the point with you, Mr. Bennet, 
I think what you are saying is there ought to be a degree of priority 
and I am inclined to agree with that. But I think there is one jp. 
portant thing that we must not overlook. We have had this program 
now for some years, and some communities have received rather gyb. 
stantial advancements from the Federal Government for termina) 
facilities. Others have not, so that they argue, I think with consid. 
erable equity, that whether we like it or not, if we turn off all such 
funds for termina] facilities, then we are discriminating against thes 
particular communities. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes; but we are doing it in respect to certain items 
You take out of your bill terminal facilities and parking facilities, 
and other things like that. . 

Taking the argument, if city A has a terminal with all of th 
facilities we are talking about, bars included, now we are proposing 
to change that and eliminate the bars and eliminate the parking lots 
and other things, to that extent we are also discriminating, isn’t that 
true? I mean, you get into that. 

I have been told that 25 or 30 percent of all the funds spent by the 
Federal Government on this program have gone into terminal and 
related facilities. That, to me, seems to be a tremendous amount to 
spend on facilities that are not directly related to the landing and 
taking off of the airplane, or any of the safety features and safe 
guards that ought to go with it. If terminal facilities and related 
facilities were eliminated, then we would get our dollars spent for 
the kind of things we need, safety, better airstrips, and so forth. 

I know up in my district of Michigan, and I think in many run 
areas around the country that also are served by feeder airlines, ow 
airports have one airstrip. That is an unsafe arrangement for sched- 
uled airlines to use. I know in my district when we have bad winter 
weather very often a plane is required to fly over because it cannot 
land on the one strip that is availeble, so they take their passenger 
50 or 100 miles from their destination. 

At the same time we have one airport in Michigan that has had, 
I think, in the last 3 years, somewhere between $2 million and$ 
million of this Federal money spent on the terminal facilities alone 
providing it with one of the very finest in the country. It is that 
type of thing that I personally feel that we should seriously consider 
in the program. 

Mr. Bocas. Mr. Bennett, I think it would be a vain and fruitles 
thing for me to argue that point with you, because I do not knor 
whether or not we are in any disagreement except to this extent: 

Under this bill the Administrator is given very broad discretionaly 
power, and I think he should have such power, because a termin 
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nay or may not be essential ype. upon location. But to argue 
that 2 terminal is not essential at, say, a place like Idlewild or 
Guardia or Atlanta, Los Angeles or New Orleans, just isn’t so. Thou- 
sands of le coming and going; the aircraft may be delayed, it 
inay not et ; you may have 300 or 400 people, maybe a thousand 
people needing places to sit down, to rest, and so forth. 

I know that you can undoubtedly come up with examples where 
there have been some degrees of, let us say, waste, or other examples 
of spending money at some place where you should not have spent 
it, and not spending it at another place where you should have spent 
it, But I would hope that the bill, whatever bill is adopted, whether 
itis your bill or Mr. Harris’ bill, or a modification of either one, will 
have the necessary language to handle that problem. 

The Cuarrman. Any further questions? 

Mr. Wit11AMs. One question I would like to ask Mr. Boggs: — 

While I quite agree generally that the Federal Government should 

t out of the terminal building business, at the same time in New Or- 
oo where you have an international airport for international traf- 
fic moving in and out, I recognize there might be a certain degree of 
Federal responsibility with respect to the international traffic; that 
is, they have to maintain a customs operation in New Orleans, do 
they not? 

Ur. Bocas. Yes, sir, they sure do. 

Mr. Wru1ams. Now, I can see a possible degree of Federal re- 
sponsibility to contribute to the facilities in that respect. 

Would you have a comment on that ? 

Mr. Boces. Well, the director of my airport is here. I don’t know 
exactly st — space we have to provide, but we have to provide 
a great deal of space. 

r. ayyeis Aue, You also have to provide storage facilities ? 

Mr. Boces. For Customs, for Agriculture, for the Health people— 
Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Mr. Witu1ams. Immigration ? 

Mr. Boaes. And of course our airport is not as large as the ones 
in New York or in Miami, where they have even greater obliga- 
tions, and after all, Congressman, when the Constitution talks, it 
talks very specifically about interstate.commerce. I mean, we can 
argue about some things, but interstate commerce was one of the 
things that was specifically delegated to the National Government, 
and which has contributed to the great growth of our country—the 
fact that we can move back and forth from State to State without 
tariffs and without restrictions, and if anything lends itself to na- 
tional consideration rather than local consideration, it is aviation. 

The Cuamrman. Mr. Nelsen. 

"Mr. Netsen. Relative to the reference made to the Senate bill, S. 

oe, a provide the funds for the frills and the bars and the 

pa ots ¢ 

‘ Mr. s. No, that bill was the same as Mr. Bennett’s bill. 

ain oF see. — your bill does not make any provision 
at, as 1 understand it. 

Mr. Boses. It specifically prohibits it. 

The Cuamrman. Anything further? 

(No response. ) 
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The Cuamman.’ Thank you very much, Mr. Boggs. We appreciats 
your interest in this program, which you have aiways manifested jp 
these matters affecting aviation. 

Mr. Boaes. Thank you very much, Mr, Chairman. 

The Cuatrrman. Knowing that you come from the great southern 
a of New Orleans, La., the jumping off place to the South, 
we understand your very great interest. 

Mr. Boces. Thank you very much. I must say that this committge 
and the chairman and the members of the committee have been well 
aware of this problem for a long time, and I am honored to appear 
here. 

The Cuamman. Thank you. We are very glad to have your 
statement. 

The CuarrmMan. Our colleague from Pennsylvania, Hon. James 
Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zandt. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES E. VAN ZANDT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
introduced H.R. 2507, which is identical to H.R. 1011 introduced 
the chairman of this committee. My bill, as does the chairman’s bill 
amends the Federal Airport Act in order to extend the time for mak- 
ing grants, and so forth, and I appreciate this opportunity, Mr. 
Chairman, to appear before the committee in support of such legis- 
lation. 

As many of you know, I represent the 20th District of Pennsyl- 
vania, comprising the counties of Blair, Centre, and Clearfield, and 
in this area the communities of Altoona, Du Bois, Philipsburg, and 
State College are interested in the legislation now under consideration. 

For your information, Altoona is served by the Altoona-Blair 
County Airport located at Martinsburg, Pa. 

At this moment the airport is undergoing expansion, and it is esti- 
mated that at least another $315,000 of Federal assistance will be 
needed to complete the modernization program. 

In the case of Du Bois, Pa., the airport is under construction at this 


time with an estimated $300,000 in Federal funds being needed to | 


complete the airport. and make it operational. 

At Philipsburg, Pa., the Black Moshannon Airport will need a 
least $100,000 in Federal funds to complete badly needed improve- 
ments including a terminal building and so forth. 

At State College, Pa., the site of the Pennsylvania State University, 
according to communications I have received, the sum of $100,000 in 
Federal funds will be needed to expand an existing and inadequate 
airport. 

Mr. Chairman, in my three-county area the need of modern air 
ports is acute. The area is mountainous and what rail service We 
enjoyed the past many years is rapidly diminishing due to the car 
tailment of passenger service. In the wintertime—and our winters 
are lengthy—travel by highway is precarious. : 

With the area being serviced by the Allegheny Airlines, to obtain 
full enjoyment we need adequate airport facilities. 
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The communities which sponsor these airports through an airport 
authority organized for that purpose find it impossible even with 
Stateaid to hnance the expansion and construction of airports. 

Therefore, without Federal assistance the program of airport con- 
sruction and expansion will come toa standstill. — 

It is for that reason I am appearing before this committee in sup- 

of legislation to extend the Federal Airport Act. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

The Crarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Van Zandt. We appre- 


ciate your interest in this program, and we are glad to have you appear. 


Mr. Van Zanor. Thank you. vray 

Mr. Scuenck. May I ask Mr. Van Zandt a question ? 

Mr. Van Zanvt. Surely. 

Mr: Scuence. These amounts that you indicate there for the vari- 
ous airports in your area, are they needed to provide runway facilities, 
navigational aids, and so forth, or are they needed for administration 
buildings ? 

Mr. Van Zanot. First, the construction of new airports, and, sec- 
ondly, the expansion of existing airports, which includes the exten- 
sion of strips, construction of new strips, extension of existing strips, 
the modernization of ramps, as well as terminal facilities to- include 
or provide space for navigational aids, and so forth. 

Mr. Scuenck. What percentage would you assign of this money for 
the development of administration buildings ? 

Mr. Van Zanvr. From our standpoint, about 15 to’20 percent. Our 
terminal facilities are very small. We enjoy the services of a feeder 
ine, arid we do not need elaborate terminal facilities such as required 
by major airports. All we would house would be the navigational 
aids, generally CAA weather, and the communications of the airline 
involved, as well as general terminal facilities for waiting rooms, ticket 
counters, and so forth. 

Mr. Scuenck. Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. Then you do support the principle of aid for ter- 
minal buildings and facilities that are needed, as well as for runways 
and other facilities that go with the airport ? 

Mr. Van Zanvr. I definitely do, Mr. Chairman. In my part of 
Pennsylvania we have really scraped the bottom of the barrel to pro- 
duce our share of the cost. Our communities are taxed to the legal 
limit; and if we are going to have airport facilities adequate to meet 
the needs, we feel that it should not only include Federal assistance 
m the construction and expansion of existing airports, such as strips, 
ramps, and so forth, but also the terminal facilities. 

Mr. Scuencx. One further question. Since you say your commu- 
nities are taxed to the legal limit, how about their debt ? 

Mr, Van Zanpr. When I say the legal limit, I mean that they have 
build up their debts to the legal limit. 

Mr. Scuenck. You think it is better to increase the national debt 
than the local debt ? 

. Van Zanvr. This does not involve the Federal national debt. 

The money that we haye produced as our share of the airport is raised 

h the local airport authority, such as bonds and contributions 
from the chamber of commerce te? other community groups. 
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Mr. Scnencx. Well, I take it you would agree that if there shoulg 
be an amount of money, or any necessary amount of money, fo 
the development of airport administration buildings, that that will 
increase the national debt. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. That is true. 

Mr. Scuenck. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Youncer. Mr. Chairman, I have a question. 

Were those bonds issued by your cities revenue bonds, or genera) 
obligation bonds ¢ 

r. VAN ZANDT. They were not issued by the cities, but by the 
airport authority organized under the laws of the Commonwealth, 
rat they were general obligation bonds of the airport authority, 

Mr. Youncer. General obligation bonds, but not revenue bonds? 

Mr. Van Zanvr. I amsorry I did not hear you. 

Mr. Youncer. They were general obligation bonds and not reyenye 
bonds ? 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. 

Our colleague from California, the honorable Clement W. Milley, 

Mr. Miller, we are glad to welcome you to the committee. this 
morning. 

Mr. Mitier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. As an expression of your interest, we will be glad 
to have your statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLEMENT W. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Mixer. I appreciate the opportunity to speak here, and I regret 
I have chosen this morning to nave a little laryngitis, so I will tr 
to speak up. 

The Cuarrman. We will try to maintain order so that you may k 
heard. 

Mr. Miter. I am here to backstop the statements which have pre- 
ceded me, by the Hon. Hale Boggs, and to supplement this from the 
viewpoint of the small town. 

I am here as representative of the First California District to e- 
thusiastically endorse this legislation, H.R. 1011, and to urge its 
speedy passage. 

Our Reaponee is readily understood if we look at the area that I rep- 
resent. e first is_a pencil-shaped district lying along the coag 
of California from San Francisco to the Oregon line. To give you 
an idea of its size, if we were to superimpose it on the eastern sex 
board, it would stretch from Boston to Richmond. Communications 
are inadequate; the road net is poor, and rail-passenger service all 
but abandoned. 

The terrain is rugged, mountainous, and crosshatched with small 
valleys, and here are the towns, in these somewhat isolated valleys 
and spaced evenly like the beads of a necklace, 

The towns are small, in the 5,000 to 25,000 class. There is no col 
munity in the first district of a population over 30,000, but the total 
district population is large, Soeneeaatng 600,000. 
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The towns have industries of vital importance in lumber and wood 
roducts. The operations are keyed to some of our major national 
producers. Thus, it is essential to link these small communities with 
our great centers. : } 

This linkup ties the great industrial complanee of our country to 
the raw material producing areas, yet the latter, the raw material 
roducing areas, as is the case the world over, are simply not. equipped 
with the tax base or the revenues to fully support such an essential 


: It is therefore vital to our national progress to participate broadly 
ina Federal program. It is essential to comprehend that assistance 
to these small, minimal airport facilities is appropriately a part of a 
Federal program. These are the final links in the chain of great 
interstate businesses. 

In our case, in the first district, I mentioned Georgia Pacific, Simp- 
son Logging Co.,and many, many others. 

Industry must have the prompt and speedy communications afforded 
by a good network of airports, if industry is to thrive and Rar er. 
A prosperous industry means economic independence for our develop- 
ing counties. 

e would respectfully urge that this committee insist that the 
Federal policy shall include the small airports of our small communi- 
ties, and that funds shall be supplied to such communities without 
discrimination. 

This is the gravamen of my testimony, that the smaller communities 
must be included as a conscious part of our Federal system and the 
Federal Aviation Agency be impressed with this fact. 

The towns and communities of the First California District stand 
ready and willing to do their part and more. Perhaps it is because in 
our semi-isolation the need is more readily apparent than it is else- 
where. 

I would like to have included, if I may, in the record, indications 
of such support from community leaders in our district. Naturally, 
we are prepared to produce detailed evidence should it be necessary. 

The i ceerkaiie Thank you very much, Mr. Miller. We are very 
glad to have your statement. 

Mr. Miter. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, in amplification 
of a question asked of the previous witness about the localities and 
their ability to perform this function, that the localities of the First 
Congressional District, like those mentioned previously, have taxed 
themselves to the limit for various public projects and expenditures, 
and it seems to me appropriate to call on the Federal Government in 
this instance. hawt governments everywhere are increasing their 
expenditures at a rate greater than that of our National Government 
to support the public enterprises that they need. Thus, programs 
such as this are an appropriate Federal function. 

The Cuarrman. Very well. You may include the information re- 
ferred to with your statement. We are glad to have it. 

Thank you very much. 
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(The information referred to follows :) 


STATEMENTS FOR THE ReconD FROM THE First DIsTRIcT OF CaLivorym 


Santa Rosa Chamber of Commerce (Henry Trione, president) 

“Urge that every effort be put forth to extend the Federal Aid to aj tt 
Act. Santa Rosa and Sonoma County are vitally interested in further develop 
ment of airport facilities.” 

Sonoma County Industrial Development Board (W. M. Harrison, director) 

“Imperative that Federal money be made available for airport development 
Sonoma County’s rapidly expanding industrial economy means increa 
quirements for expanded airport facilities. Will appreciate all help yoy can 
give us,” 

Marin Development Foundation (Carroll A. Snyker, chairman) 


“As only bay area county without a proper airport, and with a high Potentig} 
of use, Marin is greatly in need of such facilities. Considering other community 
requirements, airport cost prohibitive without Federal aid.” 


County of Mendocino and city of Ukiah (Paul Sutterley, manager, Ukiah ay 
Mendocino County Chambers of Commerce) 

“City of Ukiah endorses extension of Federal Airport Act along with léeagy 
of California cities. County of Mendocino concurs, advises Mendocino County 
airport commission chairman Art Schilder.” 

San Rafael Chamber of Commerce (Paul R. Leahy, president) 


“Marin is only county in bay area without an air transportation facilify 
We sorely need suitable airstrip and feel that we will require Federal aggig 
ance.” 


STATEMENTS FOR THE ReEcorpD From THE First District or CaLirornia (Wry 
TESTIMONY OF CONGRESSMAN CLEMENT W. MILLER) 


Napa County Board of Supervisors (William L. Partain, airport manager, 
Napa) 

“Tf we are to meet demands for immediate expansion of facilities to aecomm 
date rapid growth of aviation, funds beyond our local reach will be required 
Respectfully request the immediate expansion of Federal Airport Act as pe 
sented in Senate bill No. 1, by Senator Monroney.” 

The Cuarrman. Our colleague, also from California, the Honorabk 
B. F. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk, we are glad to extend to you also a cordial greeting and 
welcome to the committee, and we appreciate having your statement 
regarding this program. 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRES 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have only a very brit 
statement, and then I have a statement from my city to offer for th 
record. . 

I certainly appreciate this opportunity, of course, to appear in sip 
port of your bill, H.R. 1011, and I want to make just a few brief 
points with reference to the problem in Fresno, Calif. 

Fresno Air Terminal is equipped and designated to handle jet ar 
liners as an alternate field for two great international airports, 
Francisco and Los Angeles. In addition, it handles a great volume 
of regular traffic, serving a 6-county area of central California wit 
a population of more than 800,000 people. A $4 million program of 
development through 1963 has been carefully planned. 
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Since 1948, the city of Fresno has a $3,797,000 on this 
airport, of which $541,066 was the Federal contribution. The Presi- 
dent's veto of the airport bill last session disrupted Fresno’s plans 
considerably. amt pidanale: of 

[ believe the principle of Federal participation in such programs 
has been just and should be continued. These airports serve inter- 
sate and overseas traffic as an integral part of the national and inter- 
national transportation complex. They play an important role in the 
national economy and defense. Their influence extends far beyond 
thecities in which they are located. 

The Federal Government preempts a large share of the tax revenue 
forthcoming from aviation. ‘The President contended in his veto mes- 
sage last year that cities and States should gradually take over the 
airport program. But he failed to propose a means of turning tax 
sources back to the cities and States to support such a shift. I believe 
the States and cities would be glad to shoulder this burden if they 
were given the taxing muscle to lift it. But until they are, Federal 
articipation seems to me to be a necessity. 

Asthis committee well knows, our airport system hasn’t yet caught 
uptodate. In the booming years ahead—particularly those foreseen 
for us in California—airports won't meet the needs of the times unless 
the Federal Government acts now to continue and increase its program 
ofsupplementing State and local financing. . 

I want particularly, then, Mr. Chairman, to direct the attention 
of the committee to a statement from the city of Fresno setting forth 
the peculiar problems of our area and their needs, and I will submit 
that for the record. 

TheCuatmrman. You may havethat privilege. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The document referred to follows :) 

City or FrEsNo, Ca.ir., February 4, 1959. 
an B. F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. Sisk: As requested in your telegram of January 28, the following 
information on the Fresno municipal airports is for use in your testimony 
before the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee. 

The city of Fresno operates two public airports; one, the Fresno Chandler 


Municipal Airport which is devoted primarily to general and business aviation ; 
and the other, Fresno Air Terminal, a former Army air base known as Hammer 
Army Airfield. 

The city has operated Chandler Field since 1928. This was the city’s sole 
airport until it purchased land in 1940 and 1941, leased this land to the Fed- 
etal Government for the Government’s use as Hammer Army Airfield. 

The initial leases with the Government pertaining to Hammer Field pro- 
vided that upon cancellation the runway, taxiways, and underground improve- 
ments would revert to the city. By an instrument of transfer dated Septem- 
ber 29, 1948, the Government, by and through the War Assets Administration, 
canceled said leases but retained certain rights of reuse in case of a national 
emergency proclaimed by the President or the Congress of the United States. 

With the Government having a right to make exclusive or nonexclusive use 
of this airport upon the declaration of an emergency, you might say that it is 
being held in trust by the city of Fresno for reuse by the Government should 
such a need arise. 

Since the city assumed operation of the former Hammer Army Airfield, 
$3,797,000 has been expended for buildings, runway, taxiway, and other im. 
brovements. Of this amount, $541,066 has been contributed by the Federal 
fovernment through the former Federal airport aid programs. 


36684593 
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The two Fresno airports serve not only the city of Fresno, but the retajj trade 
area served by this community. This retail trade area covers the 6 Counties of 
central California and has a present population in excess of 800,000 pe 
It is anticipated that by 1980 this trade area will have a population of 2 m 
persons ; therefore, t he planning we do now must be predicated upon the ultimate 
needs of 2 million people. 

The Federal Aviation Agency has designated the Fresno Air Terminal ag an 
international alternate for jet-powered transport airplanes used by domestic 
and foreign airlines. Steps must be taken immediately to update this airport 
facility to accommodate these airplanes when they use the Fresno Air Terming 
as an alternate for San Francisco and Los Angeles. 

The aircraft that land here on an alternate basis do so solely in the interes 
of human life and safety. Until such time as Fresno is served on a regular 
basis by jet-powered transports (within 5 to 10 years), the expenses require 
to make this airport usable by jet transports are strictly in the interest of inter. 
state and foreign commerce. 

It will be necessary over the next 4 years to expend some $4 million to update 
this airport to accommodate such aircraft. Under past provisions of the Fey. 
eral Airport Aid Act, the Government could participate in the amount of $2 pj. 
lion. I am certain you will agree that these expenditures foisted upon the city 
of Fresno by the advent of aircraft in interstate and foreign commerce not yg 
serving Fresno, should certainly require that the Federal Government partig. 
pate in the minimum amount of 50 percent of these expenditures, 

The master development plan for the Fresno Air Terminal and the Fregy 
Chandler Municipal Airport are enclosed herewith. The plan for the Fregp 
Air Terminal is one that will meet our known requirements through 1970, an 
a plan that is expandible to meet requirements beyond that date. The plan fo 
the Fresno Chandler Municipal Airport is devised to accommodate an estimata 
500 aircraft to be based on this airport by 1970. At the present time, there ap 
125 aircraft based at Chandler Field. In calendar year 1958, there were 16144 
aireraft movements on this airport of which 71,659 were itinerant or transit 
landings and takeoffs. This number of operations is greatly in excess of th 
minimum requirements for a FAA control tower. The time for a tower i 
Chandler Field is long overdue and the need becomes more serious as the traf. 
fic count increases. Here again, the continuance of the Federal airport ail 
program to provide control towers on airports such as Chandler Field is necs 
sary in the public interest and safety. 

The city of Fresno plans to finance its portion of the $4 million improvement 
program at the Fresno Air Terminal by the issuance of revenue bonds. It's 
impossible in this day and age of heavy taxation to expect to acquire $2 million 
for aviation improvements from general obligation bonds or from the ad valores 
tax base. 

This work is being scheduled over a 4-year period, calendar years 1% 
through 1962, and has been included in the national airport plan as developal 
by the Federal Aviation Agency. 

The extension of the Federal airport aid program will enable this and othe 
communities to intelligently plan 4 or 5 years ahead, and acquire improvements 
needed now without having to go into a crash program to acquire such improre 
ments in any 1- or 2-year period. 

Each airport in this Nation is an intricate part of the air transport system 
and each serves an area much larger than the boundaries of the political subdit 
sion which owns and operates the airport; therefore, it is difficult to see how th 
administration can justify a $39 billion Federal highways program with th 
Government contributing 90 percent of the total costs on the one hand, and stat 
ing that the improvement of individual airports which serve all users regart: 
less of where they live is the sole responsibility of local government and of™ 
concern to the Federal Government. 

It is poor planning to expend millions of dollars to update and modernize th 
Federal airways system unless the landing areas and allied facilities from whic 
the aircraft must operate are likewise updated at the same time. 

Sincerely, 
Wruemesr J. Garrett, A.A.E., 
Superintendent of Airports. 


Mr. Youncrr. Mr. Sisk, what taxing authority now exercised } 
the Federal Government should be turned back to the city! 
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Mr. Sisx. The point I am making, of course, is that the tremen- 
dous burden of taxation the people in the area are carrying at the 
resent time simply is taxing their strength to the limit. We are 
Faced with a situation where we have little ability to increase taxes 
at the local level in the face of already existing tax burdens, and 
many of them, of course, are Federal taxes. 

Mr. Youneer. Well, I mean, what tax burdens that are paid by 
your people that you want transferred from the Federal Govern- 
ment to the local people, which tax burden? — 

Mr. Sisk. Well, I would say if it were possible, there are a great 
many. If we could see excise taxes of various types reduced as 
well, of course, as our general income taxes, gasoline taxes, and sO 
om, which at present are called for in this and other programs, if 
those could be returned, or could be reduced, the people in the area 
would be in a position to pay to the local government, the county 
and the State, a much greater amount than they are at the present 

e. 

“=. Youncer. Well, then, if the Federal Government returned all 
of the taxing authority for gasoline and excise taxes, and those taxes 
which you referred to, then where is the Federal Government to get 
its money? What do you advocate in place of those taxes? 

Mr. Sisk. I might say to my colleague, I am not an expert on taxa- 
tion, but I believe that my colleague will agree with me that there 
isn’t any question but that many of these localities have reached the 
maximum of their ability to pay taxes, and therefore if we are to do 
the job that, for example, we need at the Fresno Air Terminal, 
because of the fact that 1t is now an alternative airport for these big 
jet commercial liners, if we are to put in the safety features, extend 
the runways, and do all the other things necessary, that money must 
come from somewhere. If the local people are taxed to the limit 
and can no longer raise funds locally, then it must come from some- 
where. It either has to come from the Federal level or somewhere 
else if we are to furnish the services that we feel are required because 
of safety factors and all the other things involved. 

Mr. Youncrr. Well, I am interested in what you say about your 
city being taxed to the limit. Is there a limit in the city of Fresno 
asto what tax you can place on real estate ? 

Mr. Sisk. I am not prepared to discuss the specific of that matter. 
Iam speaking of ability to pay. In other words, there is a point we 
reach—where we are taxed beyond our ability to pay, and that, of 
course is primarily the point I was striving at here, that the methods 
left to raise the money at the local level just no longer exist for the 
a job to be done, and for the amount of expenditure 

uired. 

“Mtr Youncrr. Are you saying, Mr. Sisk, and I am deeply in- 
terested, that the people are not taxed to the limit by the Federal 
Government in the same manner, that there is a great gap in between 
where people are willing to pay Federal taxes but are not willing 
to pay local taxes ? 

Mr, Sisk. No. I might say to my colleague, and I will again 
reiterate, that I am not a tax expert 

r. Youncer. Neither am I. 
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Mr. Sisk. As I am sure my friend knows, but at the same time, 
as the gentleman will agree, the major portion of our tax base tod, 
I care not whether it has to do with airports or flood control, or wit 
it has to do with, is preempted by the Federal Government. I am 
necessarily either attempting to criticize or to justify that, but tha 
is the thing that basically exists. Whether it be excise tax on varioy 
items, whether it be gasoline taxes, whether it be income taxes, what. 
ever kind of taxes, the general taxing base of the people at the city 
level, as well as the county in many instances, is preempted by the 
Federal Government, and in cases such as the matter under discussion, 
where we are talking of interstate commerce, and in many cases intep. 
national commerce, certainly I do not feel that it would be fair to 
leave that type of burden on the local people to carry. 

I think it is not only a matter that the Federal Government should 
do, but I think it is a matter that they are far more able to do than 
the local people. 

Mr. Moss. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Younger. I am through. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Sisk, part of what you are trying to say is this, is it 
not, that in your area, which is typical of many in California, withs 
very rapid growth your people voted not only to meet the legal tar 
limit for certain governmental functions, but ate voted temporarily 
to exceed, as in the case of schools, they are now exceeding their legal 
tax limit by vote of the ery 

Mr. Sisk. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. And that under certain specific functions for particular 
services under the general laws of California, there are limits and 
those limits are at the present time in virtually every instance by the 
local taxing authority, whether it be for a county road system or for 
parks, the legal tax is now being imposed. 

We are faced also with a practical problem of having available 
to cities and to counties a very narrow tax base primarily that of 
real property, and that here we are in meeting the costs at a loal 
district to any general obligation, we are merely heading up a select 
group of taxpayers, rather than having available the much broader 
base of the Federal taxing system. 

Mr. Youncer. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Moss. I would be very happy to yield. 

Mr. Youncer. I am aware there is a limitation on a school tax 
But my question did not pertain to that. I asked a question, ls 
there a legal limit in the city of Fresno as to the levying of a ta 
on real estate? 

Mr. Moss. No, of course not. 

Mr. Younecer. That is all. 

Mr. Moss. That would be true of any community in our State. We 
could theoretically put it at 200 percent on the property. 

Mr. Younger. So they have not—— 

Mr. Moss. It would be an unfair burden. 

Mr. Youneer. They have not reached their legal limit. 

an Moss. It is a case of selecting a tax base and dealing equitably 
with it. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, if I may make one further comment. The | 
question I was discussing was ability, and ability to pay and ability 
to tax and not necessarily legal limits in connection Sith this or aly 
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other factor of the matter, and I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the 
op rtunity to make this comment. 
eCuatrmMan. Mr. Schenck had a question. 

Mr. Sisk. Thankyou. _ 

Mr. Scuence. Mr. Chairman, I think our colleague will agree 
that it is exactly the same taxpayers that are paying local taxes and 
Federal taxes. 

Mr. Sisk. Yes, sir. — 

Mr. Scuencx. I think perhaps our colleague will also agree that 
the transmission costs of money from the local to the Federal level 
and back again are much higher than the transmission costs for the 
same money from the local level to its local collecting authority and 
back to the specific improvement. 

Mr. Sisk. There again I am not an expert to discuss these trans- 
mission costs. I appreciate, though, that there are costs in this 
transmission from the Federal level and back again. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Rogers has a question. 

Mr. Rogers of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I believe from the witness’ 
statement, the Congressman’s statement, I gather that, you feel that 
the proposal to reduce Federal expenditures in this field by those 
who have proposed that, has not been coupled with a proposal to re- 
duce Federal taxes and turn them back to the State, that we are still 
saying to go ahead and pay the same amount of taxes to the Federal 
Government. Yet in this particular field those expenditures will be 
reduced which would aid the community, and you feel that if such a 
proposal is presented they should also present a proposal to reduce 
taxes in that field so that the communities could raise their share of 
the burden. 

Mr. Sisk. That is exactly right. In other words, if we could have 
turned back for local use in the area certain gasoline taxes, certain 
fuel taxes, and some of these specific taxes, then we would have some 
source from which to gain the revenues at the local level. But other- 
wise, we simply do not have it. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. We will now hear our colleague, John J. McFall 
of California. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. McFALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. McFaut. Mr. Chairman and committee members, I appreciate 
the opportunity to testify today in behalf of legislation to extend the 
Federal Airport Act. 

As you know, I was one of the sponsors last year of the legislation 
to continue this worthwhile and essential program, and this year I am 
author of H.R. 2911 which is among the measures you are con- 
sidering. 

You will be hearing expert testimony on this subject in detail, so I 
will confine myself to a few brief remarks and introduce statements 
from various public bodies in the 11th District of California support- 
ne of the program. 

L estion is simply one of keeping abreast of the times. If the 
national airport’ program is left up to the individual communities, we 
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would soon have a hodgepodge of inadequate, dangerous, and oy, 
moded facilities. 

According to the best available estimates, in 1956 there were y 
proximately 85,700 aircraft operating within the national aj ace, 
generating ‘a combined total of 65 million annual.movements, 

By 1975 it is estimated there will be 123,000 active aircraft in th 
United States, many of them jets, and they will be generating about 119 
million annual movements. 

Figures of the CAA show that the backlog of local sponsors, ready 
with 50° percent matching financing, has been steadily mountiy 
With $63 million to allocate, CAA has requests for matching fun 
from would-be sponsors as follows: Fiscal 1957, $131 millions fisgeg} 
1958, $145 million; fiscal 1959, $192 million. 

The local communities stand ready and willing to bear their fair 
share of the Nation’s airport program. The Federal government 
can do no less, 

Following are statements for the record from the 11th District of 
California: 


San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors (Bruce McKnight, chairman) 

“Your support is urgently requested for Airport Act extension legislation, 
The county of San Joaquin cannot improve our airport to standards require 
by the jet age unless assistance granted under the bill is passed.” 


City of Stockton (Dean DeCarli, mayor) 


“Urgently request your full support of the extension of the Federal Airport 
Act. Adoption of this bill is necessary to establish a nationwide system of 
public airports for the development of and improvement of civil aviation. This 
bill is also essential to the national economy, welfare, and defense.” 


Stockton Field Airport (Clarence Shy, director of aviation) 


“Your support is again urgently requested for the Federal airport aid bill 
San Joaquin County must have increased Federal aid to maintain airports tp 
meet jet age requirements.” 


Greater Stockton Chamber of Commerce (Malcolm Matheson, president, Ort 
Lofthus, chairman of the aviation committee) 


“Urgently request your continued support of the Federal airport aid bill 
Rapid industrial growth of San Joaquin County and future jet age require 
ments make mandatory development of Stockton field a priority. The bill is 
also essential to the national economy, welfare, and defense. San Joaquin 
County needs your support.” 

City of Modesto (C. W. Masonheimer, assistant city manager) 

“Legislation concerning extension of the Federal Airport Act was presented 
to the city council at its meeting on January 28. By unanimous action the city 
council expressed its support of the continuance of the airport aid program, and 
we were directed to advise you of its position.” , 

The Cuairman, Thank you, Mr. McFall, for your appearance and 
the information you have given the committee. 

Mr. McFaux. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarman. The next witness is our colleague from West Vir 
ginia, the Honorable Ken Hechler. 


STATEMENT OF HON. KEN HECHLER, A REPRESENTATIVE Ii 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 


Mr. Hecuuer. Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportunit 
to come before this committee to testify in support of the Federal 
to airports bill. 
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I want to commend the members of this body and you, Mr. Chair- 
man, for scheduling early hearings on this legislation, and thus en- 
hance its chances for passage in the very near future. 

It is a bill of paramount importance to the future of our country, 
and deserves the quick action which it is receiving at the capable hands 
of the members of this committee. se 

[also would like to applaud our able and distinguished colleagues 
in the U.S. Senate, who last week passed this measure by a substantial 
majority. It is indeed heartening to see the two Houses of Congress 
work in unity and concert to assure the swift enactment of such an 
important bill. C 

Sgecent weeks, two major developments in the news have under- 
scored dramatically—and in one case tragically—the need for this 
legislation. : te oe A 

in the first case, the Nation’s first commercial jet airliner spanned 
the continent in the unbelievable time of 4 hours, 10 minutes. Soon 
these jet flights will be so routine as to be unnewsworthy. But with 
jet traffic now a reality, it is expedient that we start to prepare our 
landing strips for jet age use. Not only coast-to-coast flights, but 
flights with inland stops, are looming in the very near future. We 
must anticipate the tremendous increase in air traffic that is almost 
upon us and act today, without further delay. 

In another case, we learned that an airliner approaching one of New 
York’s busy and well-equipped airports plunged into the Rykers Is- 
land Channel, carrying 65 persons to their deaths and bringing untold 
sorrow and misery to their families. Even at this huge air terminal, 
it has been mentioned that the lack of proper safety facilities and 
bad-weather landing equipment might have contributed to the crash. 
While an investigation will establish whether this is true, it seems that 
it is important to move forward now, not tomorrow, to provide the 
necessary safety devices wherever the need seems obvious. 

In addition to preparing for the growth in air traffic which is to 
come, and for providing safety features that will protect the lives 
of the increasing numbers who use airlines as their principal means 
of distance transportation, I believe there are other good and sound 
reasons for enactment of this bill now. 

I believe the industrial development of our Nation and the future 
progress of the national economy rest to a large extent on an enlight- 
ened program of expanded air transport. 

To pinpoint the need for this legislation, I would like to present a 
brief discussion of the two major airports in my district, which lies 
inthe rapidly expanding Ohio River Valley. 

1. The Tri-State Airport (Huntington) : Perhaps I can best illus- 
trate the national need for this legislation with some local illustra- 
tions of the needs at Huntington and Parkersburg, W. Va. The 
Huntington Airport, known as the Tri-State Airport, services Ashland 
and the eastern portion of Kentucky, as well as southeastern Ohio and 
western West Virginia. Administratively, it is controlled by the Tri- 
State Airport Authority, financed by Cabell County, Wayne County, 
the city of Huntington and the towns of Ceredo and Kenova—all in 
West Virginia. The Parkersburg Airport, known as the Wood 
County Airport, services not only the area in West Virginia near 
Parkersburg, but also Marietta in Ohio and other sections of that State 
across the Ohio River. 
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Mr. Chairman, the Tri-State Airport at Huntington, like othe 
West Virginia re at Charleston, Morgantown, and Clarksby 
was built by leveling a mountain top. In our mountainous § 
so pleasing to the vacationer, hunter, and fisherman, we need not op} 
men but money to move our mountains. For 30 years after Woglj 
War I, the aes Chamber of Commerce and various public. 
spirited groups and individuals worked to raise the money which 
built this airport. When the site was finally secured, it was neces 
sary to blast away the hilltops to build the runways. 

Therefore, the difficult terrain sends the cost of airports up eye 
higher than the hills for which my State of West Virginia is note 
And now that we need newer and longer runways for the proper jp. 
stallation of glide slope, and to cover the safety factor for jet land; 
and takeoffs, we are faced with the stark fact that it will cost y 
$100,000 per hundred yards of runway. 

The tremendous. cost of constructing highways in mountainoy 
country has forced my State to limp along with a road network which 
has many shortcomings. This, coupled with a recent decline in raj}. 
road passenger and freight facilities, means that air travel in Weg 
Virginia has and will assume rising importance. 

I will be blunt about our economic situation, Mr. Chairman. Ove 
300,000 of our West Virginia citizens are drawing surplus con. 
modities—the highest percentage of any State in the Union. Pe 
we have depended too long on the one-crop philosophy, and tied 
clining employment in the coal industry—that one crop—has deliv. 
ered a near-mortal blow to our economy. West Virginia must attrac 
new and diversified industries. Our State has many advantages~ 
natural resources, cheap water transportation and supply, rail ani 
freight lines, a plentiful labor supply, and a strategic location within 
500 miles of nearly 60 percent of the Nation’s population. 

But we cannot benefit from these strategic factors under current 
conditions. I firmly believe that the development of air transporta- 
tion is one key to the future economic progress of West Virginia 
This is the key which will unlock untold treasures. We must be boli 
in our vision and firm in our determination to unlock these treasures, 
for if West Virginia remains an economically distressed area it will 
inevitably delay recovery in the rest of the Nation. 

On July 7, 1919, the first airport committee of the Huntington 
Chamber of Commerce, consisting of C. R. Carder as chairman, and 
H. A. Alexander, Walker Long, Rolla Campbell, Paul Hardy, H. 6. 
Proctor, and Ben Lubin, as members, met to commence its long fight 


for the airport which was formally dedicated on November 2, 19% | 


The final success in building the airport at Huntington was cited s 
one of the important factors in winning for my home city, just lat 
week, the coveted designation of “All America City.” The citation 
applauded Huntington for a decade of progress, with the airports 
major achievement. 

But, unfortunately, in their moment of glory, Huntington hs 
cause for sober reflection on the future. The airport opened # 
proudly in 1952 has, in 7 short years, become too small for futur 
service. 

Traffic has soared from a total of 32,240 inbound and outbound pas 
sengers in 1953—first full year of operation— to a total of 81,356m 


FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS, 1959 35 


1957. That’s an increase of about 150 percent, and another 8 percent 
to be shown in the 1958 final totals, not yet compiled. 

The airfield, in fact, already is operating on express classification 
gatus, although it was built as a trunkline airport. 

The Huntington area is doing its best to expand and improve its 
‘port on its own. In just a few days, bids will be opened on a new 

i tion building and tower, along with new terminal facilities. 

But it cannot really provide such facilities as it will need all alone. 
The airport manager, A. O. Cappadony, has provided me with a list 
of anticipated development costs drawn up by the American Associ- 
tion of Airport Executives. 

By the end of fiscal 1963, it is estimated the airport will have needed 
atotal of $4,575,000. 

This sum would go largely for new glide-approach system, total 
cost. $1,850,000, and an alternate cross-runway system, total cost 
$9,030,000. These requirements should be met if the area is to have 
safe, efficient airway service. 

Of this sum, the Tri-State Airport estimates it will have an income 
of $2,287,000, only half the amount required. 

If additional money is not forthcoming, serious problems may de- 
welop. Two of them deserve special mention. 

At present, the airport has requested north-south service to supple- 
ment the existing routes, all east-west. If it cannot be demonstrated 
that the airport has the means and capacity for growth, this vital 
action may be denied or rescinded. And I believe that north-south 
service would aid materially in the industrial development of the 
whole Ohio Valley area. Furthermore, it is estimated that approval 
of north-south service would increase the airport’s business another 
50 percent. 

January 11, 1959, the adjutant general of the State of West 
Virginia presented a proposed reorganization of the State Air Na- 
tional Guard. Under this proposed reorganization, an aviation troop 
of 118 men would be located at Tri-State Airport, with the officers 
qualifying as aviators and the enlisted men as mechanics. Another 
unit to be located at Huntington is a detachment of special forces, re- 

iring paratroop training for 66 men, which will necessarily utilize 
the facilities of the Tri-State Airport. 

Therefore, the Tri-State Airport, which is already outgrowing 
itself in sustaining its regular burden of traffic, soon will have the 
added burden of new defense units. The establishment and training 
of these new units increases the defense importance of the airport, 
and accentuates the need for careful attention to safety factors. 

2. The Wood County Airport saghenie 23-954. lean: Parkersburg, 
W. Va., the Wood County Airport is serving the booming area when, 
like the Huntington area, is rapidly expanding in its industrial de- 
velopment. The growth of this airport, which has been operating 
since 1946, has also been rapid and great. 

Tn 1953, only 17,019 passengers passed through Wood County Air- 
port, and port receipts were only $51,325.18. By 1958, these figures 
rose to 45,924 passengers and $223,063.59 receipts. Considering also 
the fact: that airfreight. business almost quadrupled in those 5 years, it 
is@asy to see that: the 1946 plans for the airport are no longer adequate. 

e airport hopes to lengthen its runways from 4,439 feet to 5,100 
feet in the near future, and to install a high-intensity lighting system 
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and an instrument-landing system. The longer runway is badly 
needed to accommodate larger planes now in service, and the lighting 
and landing systems are vital to the safety and efficiency of flight 
operations. 

Particularly needed is the lighting and landing systems, becayg 
adverse weather often closes the State’s other airfields, many of them 
built at high altitudes. Their installation would permit landings at 
the lowest ceilings in the State, and might avert a future disaster of 
great proportion. 

The Wood County Airport has only $50,000 to $75,000 a year a). 
lotted to it for these and other important improvements. Assumj 
that such funds will continue to come in, it still would be at least g 
decade before the needed allotments could be installed—financed by 
local funds alone. And by then, we may safely assume that other 
improvements would be needed—or else that the jet age would have 
bypassed the area entirely. 

Parkersburg is becoming an air center for a great number of indus. 
tries relocating in the valley, among them Du Pont, Union Carbide, 
American Cyanamid, Olin-Mathieson, Borg-Warner, Goodrich, and 
Johns-Manville. These corporations must have adequate air accessi- 
bility to their Ohio Valley operations. Only a decent and safe airfield 
at Parkersburg can provide this. 

A greater role in the security program also is in store for Wood 
County Airport. Upon completion of a new hanger, the airport will 
serve as maintenance headquarters for every Air National Guard plane 
in the State, under terms of the reorganization I mentioned earlier, 
A National Guard hangar at the end of the field wil be completed early 
this spring. , 

In short, it would appear that West Virginia, a State where air 
transportation is a necessity in many cases, would suffer heavily if the 
far-reaching program of Federal aid to airports is now allowed to 
wither away. 

Our State needs desperately to expand its horizons. The airplane is 
a vital instrument in that effort. We can grow, if shortsighted people 
don’t kill our chances by killing programs the people want and need. 

Unfortunately, some people have taken the attitude that the age of 
crash growth is over in our airfields. They would propose now that 


Serre erence 


6 
: 


: 
E 


our airports stand on their own feet. I suggest that an oculist would | 


term such nearsightedness and shortsightedness at worse than 20/500 
(in everyday language this means the ability to see at 20 feet whata 
normal person can view at 500 feet). 

When America’s railroads first marched across our great continent, 
they were aided by land grants along their rights-of-way. The Fed- 
eral Government, although it played a much smaller role in the lives 
and welfare of our people in those times, helped the railroads in the 
development of our national destiny. 

Years ago, the principle of Federal aid to highways was firmly 
established. We are now engaged in creation of our vast Interstate 
Highway System to meet the challenges of the rapidly expanding age 
in which we live. 

And despite satellites that beep, talk, and perform cosmic legerde- 
main, the fact remains that America’s defense needs remain closely 
linked to a fast-striking air force. Surely an administration prepared 
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to lay out over $40 billion for defense purposes can recognize the 
desirability of adequate civilian airports for emergency defense needs 
and the training of a Ready Reserve Force. 

It would appear that some opponents of this program are traveling 
ideologically in a Flying Jenny when the jetliner is with us already. 
The 85th Congress did its best to alter such thinking, but to no avail. 
A reaffirmation of the bill passed in the last Congress is needed to 
serve notice that the people want and are interested in this legislation. 

West Virginia, landlocked and too mountainous for easy land travel, 
wants to move forward with the jet age, and wants the rest of the 
Nation to move forward, too. 

But unless our airfields get the help they need and deserve, this 

t leap forward may become a halting, hesitant hop. 
The men of vision who are urging airport expansion are knowl- 
ble, dedicated, efficient experts in their field. They have already 
demonstrated that they will move mountains to accomplish their 
objective. 

For example, so anxious is the Wood County Airport at Parkers- 
burg to gain extra money for needed facilities that they even have 
ventured into a sideline. 

Wallace Bennon, airport manager, tells me they are planting Christ- 
mas trees to sell and thus supplement the airport’s income. Even 
this Christmas season, they hope to sell 10,000 trees to add to their 
meager expansion funds, 

While I admire the initiative and enterprise of our Parkersburg 
people, I must say that if the administration forces airport authori- 
ties to go into the Christmas tree business to get money, then soon the 
only thing airborne over West Virginia may be Santa Claus. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the record include supporting statistics 
on the number of outbound and inbound passengers at the Tri-State 
Airport at Huntington; a survey of anticipated development costs 
at the Tri-State Airport; and a West Virginia State summary of 
total funds required 1958-62. 


Tri-State Airport outbound and inbound passenger traffic 

















Year Outbound Inbound 

passengers passengers 
ies (opened Nov. 2, 1952)..................--------------------- siunatcabolas 871 | 746 
i ncceremacinsacenneneesinase 16, 885 15, 355 
1954. . 27, 003 25, 396 
a Sle ino cbecanc Sation curcsnip toca snide iccconssrmsarninipeenanelia 33, 379 31, 731 
SS ; 37, 651 36, 380 
RR 41, 583 | 39, 773 
heb bth « eanedhictiens semebetincs | 30, 841 30, 081 
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American Association of Airport Executives, National Airport survey—Anti 
pated development costs, 1959-63, Jan. 9, 1959 “ 
[Airport name: Tri-State Airport. City: Huntington. State: West Virginia. Class; 
7 - , peopaned, exyeenel — vieine. Cle: Bee Gas 


Total funds required, 4-year period, July 1 
June 30, 1963 yf, ef 
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July 1, 1959,|July 1, 1960,|\July 1, 1961,|/July 1, 1962 
to June 30, | to June 30, | to June 30, | to June 30,| Tot: 
1963 








1960 1961 1962 

i ee nenetnernantsauwiant sade sansa ah acadial ike hectic $50, 000 $30, 000 e4 

Landing area development costs 3_....-.._- a. PE 1,300,000 | 2,000,000} 3 rt 

Administration building............-------| 700,000 |.--.-_-____|_-."__ to ehech waka tae "700 to 

All other terminal area costs #_.-----------| 100, 000 | $250,000 | 100, 000 |-----7-7--~~ Ht 
ial eR RAI 845,000 | 250,000 | 1, 450,000 | 2,030,000 | &.5map 











Local funds available and anticipated, 4-year 
(city, county, airport authority, private, 9 











On hand (cash or authorized) ...._.....-.-- CORO As odd bn das el pe Shi cs) -55hs8 cee $262, 000 

Anticipated future funds-_--........-.-.---- 100, 000 $125, 000 | $1, 800, 000 |......_.____ 2, 025, 000 
|---| | 

RO ett taranrnae dotaiteneal 362,000 | 125,000 | 1, 800, 000 |... | 2, 287,09 


Additional information—Funds required for items not 
eligible for Federal aid 
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1 Total columns should add up in both directions. 
2 Include cost of all land and land interest required for airport purposes including approach lights, runway 
approach protection, access roads, auto parking areas, etc. 
3 Include all developments on the field side of the terminal building area and hangar line including clear. 
ing, grading, fencing, lighting, etc. Do not include buildings. 
Inelude all facilities in the terminal area such as auto parking, access roads, utilities, ete., and buildings 
other than administration, factory, industrial, etc. 
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The CuarrmMan. Now we observe, of course, the presence of a ny 
ber of mayors who are here in the interest of this legislation, ingly. 
ing the mayor of one of our great cities and a former colleague of 
ours. 

Naturally we would want to extend to him the courtesy that we dot, 
other members. 

Do I understand that you would prefer to wait until a little later 
Mayor Poulson ? 

Mr. Poutson. After General Quesada. 

The Cratrman. It is my understanding that you would prefer tp 
wait. With that understanding we would call you later. 

Mr. Bennett will be recognized for the inclusion of a statement 9} 
the appropriate place in the record. 

Mr. Bennerr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer for inclusion jy 
the record immediately preceding Mr. Quesada’s statement one by oy 
colleague George Meader of Michigan on this subject. , 

The Cuarrman. Let the statement be received and included in the 
record at the appropriate place 

(The statement of Mr. George Meader follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. GeorGE MEADER, OF MICHIGAN, ON FEDERAL AIRPORT 
ASSISTANCE 


Mr. Chairman, I regret I cannot be present to offer my views on airport legisla- 
tion which the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee is considering today, 
Judiciary Committee duties overseas prevent my being in Washington during 
your hearings. Therefore, I am submitting a statement I hope will be incor. 
porated in your record. 

I want to make my attitude on airport legislation crystal clear. I do not oppow 
Federal spending on airport development. I favor it. I do not agree that the 
time has come for the Federal Government to taper off in this field. On the 
contrary I believe its activities should be intensified. I do not think the amount 
of the Federal commitment, whether it is $200 million, $400 million, or $515 
million is the important consideration. The important thing, whatever the 
amount, is that it is spent intelligently with the best and most scientific planning 
of which we are capable. If our present agency is incapable of that planning, 
then I believe we must find the personnel and organization with the vision and 
courage todothe job. If we fail in that and continue building airports in hit-ané- 


miss fashion, we will find not only that we have wasted huge sums of money, | 


but that we will have impaired, perhaps irreparably, the growth and develop 
ment of one of mankind’s most useful instruments, air transportation. 

I have introduced a bill, H.R. 3913, to which there should be no objection, to 
require the Federal Aviation Administrator in establishing a national airport 
pattern, to take into account “the advantages and disadvantages of airport sites 
and proposed airport sites as shown by studies conducted through flight sim 
lator tests and otherwise of en route, holding, and approach air traffic patterns, 
and the desirability of promoting safety in aviation by minimizing interference 
between civilian and military air operations.” 

I hope the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee will incorporate the 
features of my bill either in legislation now pending before the committee or, if 
that is inappropriate, in separate legislation to help insure that whatever author- 


ity and funds we now provide will be intelligently spent. I also urge that the | 


Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee or some other appropriate com- 
mittee of the House, undertake continuous review of the management of the 


power and the money we delegate to the Federal Aviation Agency for airport 


development. 

Air transportation is still in its infancy. 

Missiles, rocketry, satellites, electronics—now primarily of military concerl— 
have opened exciting new vistas for future advances in civilian air transportt 
tion and communications. 

For the immediate future, however, air transportation of persons and thing 
will be accomplished by the airplane as we, in our generation have come to know 
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it, improved continually, of course, by the propulsion, aerodynamic, and electronic 
s we are learning. 

The bills on which your committee is holding hearings, deal only with air- 

rts. The characteristics of present and future aircraft and their control in 
flight and on takeoff and landing must not, however, be ignored. If they are 

ored, we may approve a system of airports which, while costing both the 
national and local government hundreds of millions, if not billions of dollars, 
will retard rather than advance the art and the industry of air transportation. 

Thus, air transportation must be regarded as a whole, with the airplane, the 
control of air traffic—both en route and on takeoff and landing—and the airport, 
all as integral parts of a system, each related to the other. 

It is hard to believe that only two decades have passed since Congress adopted 
the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938. 

In that 20 years municipalities and States have invested funds in airports, 
assisted by Federal money, to which they point with pride. Some have bonded 
themselves for the future. 

Now we are about to embark on a mammoth new program for expanding air- 
Po Sbail we blindly commit money—both Federal and local—to the building of 
airports on the pattern of today, which has grown like Topsy without plan and 
without reference to other activities which, as we have seen, can tend to limit 
the capacity and usefulness of the airport? 

Or, are we going to take a hard look at the future, assessing critically and 
scientifically the immediate and future demands on airspace, both military and 
civilian, and establish principles for airport construction to permit this explosive 
industry to grow and to develop, free from the shackles of habit and short- 
sighted capital investment? 

I wish I didn’t feel that Congress has abdicated its authority to so-called 
experts in what used to be the Office of Airports of the Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministration. I wish I had more confidence in the judgment of those experts. 

In the 84th and 85th Congresses, I was privileged to serve on the Legal and 
Monetary Affairs Subcommittee of the House Committee on Government Opera- 
tions which over a 3-year span studied the Federal Government’s role in avia- 
tion. The committee held hearings in June and July 1956, and again in May and 
June 1958. It issued reports (H. Rept. 2949, 84th Cong., 2d sess., and H. Rept. 
2679, 85th Cong., 2d sess.). Those hearings and reports are, of course, available 
to your committee. 

I have excerpted, however, from that material some passages I believe are 
pertinent to your consideration of the airport aid program. That evidence com- 
pels the conclusion that persons responsible for airport planning and the alloca- 
tion of airport aid funds have lacked imagination, foresight, and aggressiveness 
in planning and developing the airport pattern of the United States. 

The subcommittee on pp. 6-7 of its 1956 report (H. Rept. 2949, 84th Cong., 2d 
sess.) found : 

“Airport planning has been on a hit and miss basis. Congress, in the Federal 
Airport Act of 1946, as amended, directs the Secretary of Commerce, after con- 
sulting with other Government agencies, ‘to prepare and revise annually a 
national plan for the development of public airports taking into account the 
needs of both air commerce and private flying. the probable technical develop- 
ments in the science of aeronautics, the probable growth and requirements of 
civil aeronautics, * * *’ 

“The subcommittee recognizes and approves the role of municipalities and 
local governments as well as the States in the development of airports to serve 
communities. However, the Federal Government alone is capable of inaking the 
studies on a nationwide and international basis to provide direction and planning 
for a national airport plan to meet the rapid growth of air transportation. On 
that subject the Harding committee report said: 

“Cities and local communities should be advised of traffic requirements which 
their airports should be prepared to meet in 1960, 1965, and in 1975 so that air- 
ports will not become bottlenecks of an improved aviation facilities svstem. 
They should be provided with continuously revised estimates of plane move- 
ments in order that ample terminal facilities and handling space can be provided : 
the operating characteristics and tire footprint pressures of future aircraft, etc., 
in order that land acquisition, runway lengths, and weight-bearing characteris- 
ties will be adequate. Plans for nearby military and civil airports should be 
coordinated in order that runways may be properly located and traffic control 
Procedures properly integrated.’ ” 
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Said the Honorable Edward P. Curtis, then special aviation adviser to the 
President in 1957: 

“Airports are an integral part of the system of aviation facilities. However 
unlike other elements of the system, airports are designed, built, financed, and 
operated by local authorities. The increase in overall traffic will require g 
modernization of airports and an increase in their numbers. This imposes the 
necessity for coordinated national and local effort to insure that airports do not 
become a neglected element of the system, and thus be a future bottleneck, 

“The Federal Government should carry out airport regarch and experimentg. 
tion so that local planning for new airports can be done on a sound basis,” (p 
16, Aviation Facilities Planning, A Report by the President’s Special Assistant. 
May 10, 1957.) 

Gen. Milton W. Arnold, vice president of the Air Transport Association, test. 
fied before our subcommittee July 2, 1956, in response to my question: 

“Mr. Mraper. Just to close up this business of the airport fund allocations, do 
you feel that the CAA in exerting its influence on the airport pattern and char. 
acter of airplanes, has been looking ahead into the future of flying, or have they 
simply gone along on the pattern of allocations that they have had in the past? 

“Mr. ArNotp. I think your last statement is correct, that they have gone 
along with the way the wind is blowing, and I don’t think they have done any 
concerted development in airports. I think it is a factual statement that the 
airports today are further behind in relationship. 

“In other words, our feeling, Mr. Chairman, is the airplane is ahead of the gir 
traffic control system and the facilities available. 

“Yet, the air traffic control system is far ahead of our airports. So, the weak. 
est link in this chain I think is in the capacity and operation of the airport.” 
(P. 197, Federal Role in Aviation, 1956, hearings before a subcommittee of the 
Committee on Government Operations, House of Representatives, 84th Cong, 
2d sess. ) 

Further, July 30, 1958, Mr. E. Thomas Burnard, executive director of the 
Airport Operators Council of Washington, had this to say: 

“In the early years of the Federal airport program, funds were appropriated 
not only for financial assistance to airport sponsors but also to provide for Goy- 
ernment planning and research useful both to the local sponsors and to the 
Federal agency designated to administer the act. This basic planning data, 
however, reached a peak in the years 1948 to 1950. Through lack of funds appro- 
priated by the Congress, and through lack of forceful leadership and adequate 
planning by the Federal agency, this data and information have become obsolete 
and inadequate for present and future planning. 

“We believe that CAA Administrator Pyle and his staff are working overtime 
now trying to make up for this deficiency, but much remains to be done. 

“In the matter of jet planning, for instance, even today, in July 1958, with only 
a few months remaining before jet transports are scheduled to go into service, 
few reliable facts have become available from any source on such vital matters 
as airports to be served, runway lengths, ramp handling, passenger and baggage 
loading, and other terminal facilities needed” (pp. 309-310, “The Federal Role 
in Aviation (1958),” hearings before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations, House of Representatives, 85th Congress, 2d sess.). 

Mr. Burnard continued : 

“We believe that many of today’s problems can be minimized and many of 
tomorrow’s may be eliminated if a coordinated systems approach is made to 
aviation’s problems. Expedience has been the only approach to date, both in 
Government and in industry. 

“Aircraft designers and manufacturers, spurred by military requirements, have 
designed and built aircraft with little or no regard for the support facilities 
required to keep them operating. The whole ground and air environment, both 
in military and civil operations, has been expected to adjust with each new de 
velopment, but the time is fast approaching, if it has not already been reached, 
when aircraft development must be integrated with support services develop 
ment. Investments in ground services, which no doubt exceed investments in 
airborne equipment, cannot, in civil transport service, be jeopardized without 
good reason. They don’t need to be if a proper planning relationship is estab 
lished between the aircraft producers, the aircraft users, the airport providers, 
and the providers of traffic control, navigational aids, communications, weather 
services, and the like. 

“Ideally, such coordination would be done voluntarily and at an early stage of 
development of significantly different aircraft. History has shown that it has 
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not been done voluntarily, so it becomes important that the Federal Government 
red coordination. j ; , " 

“Research and development on airport design, configurations, and capacity 
has been the most neglected of all aviation subjects. Huge sums of money are 

nt annually by governments, universities, and industry on aerodynamics, 
propulsion, communications, navigation, air traffic control, and other basic ele- 
ate of aviation, and tremendous progress has been made. ; 

“Among the more urgent of these technical problems on which research is 
needed are the following. They relate primarily to the increase or determination 
of airport capacity and include : ; 

“(a) Runway and taxiway configurations. 

“(b) Visual aids. 

“(e) Ground traffic control. 

“(d) Multiple airport configurations. 

“(e) New airport locations. 

“(f) Airport layouts. 

“In this connection * * * I might say that on the first item, that of runway 
and taxiway configurations, we are still trying to find out from some author- 
itative source just how far apart parallel runways should be. : 

“Jt has not been possible to date to get from the CAA or any other official 
source an authoritative answer on just how far apart parallel runways should 
be to obtain maximum utilization of those runways” (pp. 315-316). 

Later on, Mr. Burnard had this to say: 

“Because airports must be financed on a long-term basis of 20 to 30 years, it 
is imperative to know reasonably well in advance what developments to expect in 
order to build in appropriate safeguards and expansion possibilities. It is a sad 
fact that, among airport operators, each new major terminal development, which 
takes years to achieve, is dedicated with the realization that it is probably ob- 
solete or too small on dedication day. After the aeronautical needs are de- 
termined, it takes years to arrange the financing and construction. The airport 
facilities needed for the jets of tomorrow should have been known at least 3 to 
Syears ago” (p. 319). 

Mr. Burnard added further : 

“* * * our basic philosophy is not to stymie all progress in aviation and say, 
‘Well, now here’s an airport; never build an airplane that won’t fit that.’ But 
what we do say is, ‘If you’re thinking about building a new airplane, let us in 
on what you are talking about and let’s see if we can’t fit the ground facilities 
to the airplane to the benefit of all; but don’t let’s wait and bring a plane out 
and say, all of a sudden, we must change all our ground facilities and air traffic 
control system, etc., to fit the airplane.’ 

“Mr. PLAPINGER. Well, then, is your complaint not with the aircraft manu- 
facturers but rather with the CAA at that stage? 

“Mr. Burnarp. I don’t know that you’d call it a complaint; it is a basic 
deficiency in our overall aviation planning in this country. It is a dynamic 
industry. The aviation designers and builders in private enterprise are building 
the best aerodynamically conceived vehicles. They have done a wonderful job; 
there is no question about that. The airline operators have been dynamic and 
have served a very useful purpose and try, as good businessmen should, to make 
the vehicle pay. We as ground-facility providers have in our own way tried 
to provide the best facilities to make the operation of the airports most efficient. 
But, frankly, it gets a little difficult when we are told on a sunny October morning 
in 1955 that airplanes twice as big as anything we have seen heretofore, which 
may require runways half again as long and may require them half again as 
strong, are going to be dropped in our laps in 1958 or 1959 with no advance 
planning or coordination on the subject. 

“Mr. Meaper. Well, that is where I would like to get into the act with the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration. What did they, know about the design of the air- 
craft and their requirements for airports, and how did they gear that into their 
expenditure of this—what is it, 4 times 63? 

Mr. Burnarp. The present program? 

“Mr. Meaper. Yes; a quarter of a billion dollars? 

“Mr. PLAPINGER. 200-some-odd million. 

“Mr. Meaver. Did the CAA, in your judgment—were they alert to these devel- 
opments and did they in their allocation of airport-aid funds encourage the 
construction of airports to meet the jets? 


“Mr. BuRNARD. Frankly, we feel that a far better job could have been done” 
(pp. 382-333). 
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I do not believe it is too much to demand that the experts in the Federg 
Aviation Agency keep abreast of developments in aviation and use that informa. 
tion in planning airports adequate for air traffic, not only for today but for the 
future as well. 

I do not overlook the fact that the Federal Government does not have complete 
control over airport construction. Of course, this is one of the grant-in-aig 
programs in which the Federal Government must work with State and local goy. 
ernments and I am not suggesting that method of handling airport development 
be changed. Yet a municipality or a State does not have the opportunity to 
watch closely new developments in airplane characteristics or traffic contro), 
Only the Federal Government and specifically the Federal Aviation Agency, has 
access to the vast body of data and information necessary on which to base g 
sound airport program. 

Only the Federal Aviation Agency has facilities for conducting experiments 
and studies in the field of aviation and has access to information in other agencies 
of the Federal Government, notably the Department of Defense, which have ap 
important bearing on possible future civilian aircraft, and other segments of 
our civil aviation system. 

I am disturbed at what appears to be waste in the expenditure of Federal tax 
dollars for airport construction. But I think even more serious is the wasting 
of funds of States and municipalities, already finding it ever more difficult to 
raise sufficient tax revenue for their own day-to-day operations. But perhaps 
even more important than the wasting of money, whether it be Federal or local, 
is the creation of bottlenecks and restrictions in air transportation in the 
future because of poorly planned capital investments in airports right now, 

It is because I believe the record of airport planning in the past has been 
poor that I am disturbed that the Congress now seems to contemplate vesting 
vast new authority and huge sums of money in the same agency which has 
failed to exhibit foresight in the past. Congress, on the other hand, has a very 
good record in support of aviation but now seems bent on taking itself completely 
out of the picture. The very least we can do is to require the Federal Aviation 
Agency to show that it is alert to aviation requirements in the future and what 
airports we will need, not today, not 5 years from now, but 10 and 20 years 
from now, before we entrust them with this vast power over air transportation of 
the future. 

These questions ought to be answered before additional grants of power are 
made to those so-called experts in the FAA: 

1. What standards or criteria have been developed for airport construction 
siince the Airport Design Manual of CAA of 1949? 

2. What use, if any, is made by the Office of Airports in allocating airport 
funds, of the air route, holding and approach patterns, studies made by the 
Technical Development Center of CAA? 

8. What, if any, consideration is given to military bases and military flight 
operation in the location of civilian airports? 

4. What consideraton is given to vested interests in airspace in its relation to 
operations in and out of airports? 

5. What studies have been made of soil conditions, runway strength, weather 
conditions, proximity to present and future centers of population, the highway 
network, residential areas, runway and rapid turnoff design, runway direction, 
multiple, directional runways, proximity to other airports, and a multitude of 
other technical problems that ought to be considered in the location, design, and 
construction of an airport. 

I thank the committee for the opportunity to express my views. 


The Cuatrman. The Chair at this time would also like to note that 
our colleague from Ohio, Hon. Frank Bow, advised me personally 
that he desired to testify. I notice he is not present this morning, 
and he may, of course, file a statement for the record if he desires, or 
appear later in person, if he desires. 

The Cuarrman. Now, Gen. E. R. Quesada, Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Agency. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. E. R. QUESADA, ADMINISTRATOR OF THE 
FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY ; ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES T. PYLE, 
DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR; DAGGETT HOWARD, GENERAL 
COUNSEL; AND J. GORDON BENNETT, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE 
ADMINISTRATOR 


Mr. Quesapa. Good morning. 

The CuairmMan. General Quesada, we are glad to have you back 
before the committee. I believe you have with you your deputy, Mr. 
James T. Pyle. 

Mr. Quesapa. Also Mr. Daggett Howard, my legal counsel, and 
Mr. Gordon Bennett, my special assistant. 

The CHarrMAN. You may proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Quesapa. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
want to take this opportunity to thank a for the privilege of appear- 
ing before you to express the views of the Federal Aviation Agency 
on H.R. 1011, an extremely important bill calling for certain amend- 
ments to the Federal Airport Act. 

Last August Congress moved with noteworthy speed and single- 
mindedness, in recognizing need for enactment of the Federal Avia- 
tion Act of 1958. You will recall its purpose—which was to stream- 
line and modernize major aspects of a law which has stood for 20 
years as a milestone in aviation progress. I refer, of course, to the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938. This amazingly versatile piece of leg- 
islation had, for many years, met the demands of dynamic growth in 
aviation. Yet, as nearly everyone agreed, events had overtaken some 
of its most important provisions, namely those dealing with air safety 
The result was timely enactment of the Federal Aviation Act of 1955 
and creation of the new Federal Aviation Agency which I represent 
here today. 

As you know one of the most important concerns of the new Agency 
is the airport system of the United States and its Territories. 

I have mentioned this because I want to commend to your. careful 
consideration the thought that the 12-year-old Federal Airport Act is 
likewise outdated. It, too, needs streamlining and modernizing—to 
meet the radically changed conditions currently facing us in this vital 
field of aviation activity. 

Speaking very frankly, sir, H.R. 1011, in its present form, strikes 
me as a measure which merely places a much higher dollar figure on 
an outmoded approach. I sincerely believe that it will cost the tax- 
payer a lot more than he ought to pay and give him a lot less than he 
should have for what he spends. 

The time has come to face up to the problem on the facts as they now 
exist. We must consider a Fresh approach, one which is geared to 
meet, in timely and effective fashion, those urgent and true needs that 
confront us, and yet do so at a cost well below that of H.R. 1011. 

I think we all recognize the wisdom—I should say the necessity— 
of producing maximum results in airport development at the lowest 

racticable cost. I feel this is always true of all Federal programs. 

ut, in a period when matters beyond our control keep overall ex- 
penditures continually reaching for new peacetime highs it is even 
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more crucially important to discipline ourselves in those areas where 
savings are possible. 

Luckily, some of the very factors giving rise to need for further 
Federal airport development at this time should very soon he the 
source of additional revenues, on a scale that could bring many of oy 
airports closer to a position of self-sufficiency and thereby attrac 
greater financial support from non-Federal sources. I refer to the 
increased volume of all flying and rapid introduction of new services, 
particularly jets, which should soon produce more airport users and 
pull more passengers through the turnstiles. 

In this connection, it might be well to note the rather dramatic 
recent announcement that in 1957 the scheduled airliners became oy 
largest intercity carriers, boarding over 44 million domestic passep- 
gers at the Nation’s airports. Maybe this statement was not so sur. 
prising after all. We have grown accustomed to being surprised by 
the rapid growth in all segments of civil aviation. . 

There are now more than 70,000 civil aircraft using the airports of 
our Nation. This overall growth and the introduction and use of 
larger and faster aircraft make it necessary that the Nation’s airports 
be further developed and improved. 

Clearly then, those airport construction projects essential to a safe 
and adequate national aviation facilities system must be undertaken 
and must be completed without delay. 

At the same time, we must begin to face the fact that aviation has 
come of age. In our rapidly expanding economy, aviation is no 
longer a helpless infant. It is now helping to lead the way. Lar 
segments of aviation which were once unable to survive without mi 
sidy have already attained a position of strong self-sufficiency. Others 
are moving rapidly in that direction. We must look toward the day, 
in the not-very-distant future, when the vast majority of our airports 
will either be self-sustaining or will be at least on a sound enough 
economic footing to call for assumption of full financial responsibility 
on a local or State basis. 

A study of the needs for airport improvements necessary to insure 
an adequate national system indicates a peak need in 1960. This need 
reflects the overall growth of flying activity and the introduction and 
use of commercial jet aircraft. 'Thereafter, the need for essential air- 
port development tapers off somewhat. Consequently, we propose au- 
thorization of funds at correspondingly descending levels through fis- 
cal year 1963. Atthis time, we do not feel any forecast can reasonably 
be made beyond fiscal year 1963. 

This program assures that Federal participation will continue ata 
high enough level for the period necessary to afford ample oppor- 
tunity to the States and local communities to assume their proper re- 
sponsibility, and do so without disruption of needed airport develop- 
ment. At the same time, it reflects our conviction that the time has 
come to begin an orderly tapering off of the airport grant program. 

On the basis of the foregoing, and for other reasons of a more 
specific nature which I shall get to a little later, the Federal Aviation 
Agency strongly opposes H.R. 1011 in its present form. Instead, we 
support what we consider to be the more positive, effective, and reason- 
able program called for in the administration bill, H.R. 3267. 

H.R. 1011 essentially calls for a 4-year extension of the Federal aid 
for airports program at a level of $100 million per year. By adding 
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another $37 million for fiscal year 1959, it would bring the total cost 
to $437 million. The bill, as introduced, is considered to be outmoded, 
too high in cost, and not designed to fulfill the proper area of Federal 
responsibility in meeting airport development needs in a timely and 
effective fashion. _ 

The administration bill offers changes in the present law, modern- 
ing and streamlining it, and provides a program at considerably 
jower cost to the taxpayer. In essence, it will provide for a $200 mil- 
jion outlay of Federal funds over a 4-year extension period. It is 
carefully tailored to meet, urgent peak demands foreseen in the earlier 

rtion of the 4-year period and to taper off thereafter, calling for $65 
million in fiscal year 1960, $55 million in fiscal year 1961, $45 million 
in fiscal year 1962, and $35 million in fiscal year 1963. 

Now the question arises, why is $200 million in Federal aid enough, 
when the Federal Aviation Agency shows in its 1959 national airport 

lan, as an overall indicated need, a global figure of $1,290 million ? 

In the first place, the Federal Aviation Agency collected and com- 

iled the plans of some 3,000 airports in the United States and its 

erritories. These plans represented everything considered desirable 
over the next 4 years, with no basis for knowing the intent or the 
ability to perform on the part of local communities. At some loca- 
tions, the plans were mere glints in the airport operator’s eyes. Some 
plans, es ecially at the larger airports, were better prepared. 

The plans included everything—land, grading and draining the 
terminal sites, buildings, control towers, lighting, paving, and miscel- 
laneous items such as parking lots, and so forth. This 4-year projected 
total of unanalyzed and unconfirmed needs came to a grand total of 
$1,290 million. I must repeat that this projection does not represent 
a willingness, ability, intent, or commitment on the part of the local 
communities to proceed accordingly. 

This global figure needs to be examined very closely to determine 
its true significance. For one thing, in the 1958 national airport plan, 
we listed 2,700 airports—and of these 2,700 airports only 591 asked 
for Federal aid. The rest either could not produce matching funds, 
or were able to do work without Federal help, or were uninterested. 

On the basis of our actual experience, we can expect that, out of 
3,000 airports surveyed for the 1959 plan, only about 600 will apply 
for Federal aid. 

Now let us have a look at the situation from another angle. We 
take the position that the Federal Government should not help com- 
munities build money-making terminal buildings at airports. We be- 
lieve that Federal aid should be concentrated on the safety facilities 
of airports to enable Federal dollars to go further in those areas where 
funding from other than Federal sources is not readily available. 
This would eliminate wasteful dissipation of Federal funds on costly 
terminal buildings, which are properly the responsibility of local and 
State authorities and which, if properly managed, can provide suf- 
ficient revenue upon which to arrange financing. 

The Federal Government has not provided terminals for buslines, 
railways, ocean shipping, or other forms of transportation. The 
simplicity or lavishness of terminal facilities should be left. to the dic- 
tates of local considerations, including such elements as civic pride 
and the amount of energy and resources a community wishes to devote 
to the promotion of its trade and commerce as a matter of free choice. 
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It seems that it has long been basic philosophy that terminal build. 
ings should not receive Federal grants-in-aid since they are revenye. 
producing facilities. I refer you to Senate Document 95, February 3 
1954, 83d Congress. From its “Summary of Specific Findings and 
Conclusions,” I have taken the following excerpt : 

VII. Since terminal buildings are revenue-producing facilities, they shoyig 
not receive Federal grants-in-aid. * * * 

If we eliminate terminal buildings and miscellaneous facilities “hp. 
yond the gate”—in other words, if we concentrate our efforts on trug 
safety needs, the global figure I mentioned drops well below $1 bil. 
lion. We know this because past experience, and the national airport 
plan itself, indicate that at least 30 percent of the program represents 
construction of terminals and other items “beyond the gate.” 

Practical experience over the past 4 vears in administering the 
existing bill shows that there is a tremendous difference between q 
need stated by an enthusiastic airport operator who has extraordinary 
pride in his field and the amount of money the local citizens ar 
willing to vote to help develop the airport. 

In some areas, especially those States which have never used the 
Federal money available to them, this need is historically inflated 
100 percent. 

In the larger metropolitan areas, air commerce is such a vital asset 
to the community’s place in the sun that they will, on their own 
initiative and without Federal aid, do at least 75 percent of the local 
airport construction. In many of these areas the airports are actually 
making money. : 

Even the middle-sized communities have historically never been able 
to follow through entirely on their long-range plans. They have not 
followed through because some projects were patently ineligible for 
Federal aid. Realistic traffic forecasts showed them that they were 
planning too long a runway, and so forth. The local voters preferred 
to put the community’s money into schools and other community assets. 

On the basis of experience we can take a very sizable “inflation 
factor” out of the 1959 plan. Experience shows that factor, after 
deducting nearly $350 million for terminal buildings, to be about 45 
percent. In terms of dollars, then, the realistic requirements for 
airport development in which the Federal Government should partici- 
pate come to about $500 million, not $1.29 billion. 

One thing for sure, when the time comes for the local airport groups 
to proceed with construction, and even with Federal money committed, 
many of those “dream” airport plans come down to practical size. 
Then, and not before them, boeal voters really weigh the worth of an 
airport in terms of its cost, along with other community assets and 
needs. I think we can say unquestionably that, even if the Congress 
voted the funds to pay for half the stated needs contained in the 
national airport plan, the majority of local communities would not 
proceed with major portions of their local airport programs. History 
shows that very clearly. 

As I have already said, experience also shows us that the largest 
portion of the stated need for Federal aid in terms of total dollars 
comes from the large metropolitan areas, many of whose airports 
are either making money or are breaking even. These are locations 
where the promotion of air commerce need no longer depend on the 
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eral taxpayer and the Federal Government. The city fathers 
Coast full well that aviation is hereto stay. It is a multi-billion-dollar 
business and growing fast. ‘They know that airports serving air com- 
merce are just as important as docks for their shipping, just as 
important as rail terminals to rail transportation, and just as im- 
rtant as truck and bus terminals are to that industry. 

From 1956-59, New York was allocated $9.5 million. — New York, 
with her huge port authority and many revenue-producing airports, 
realizes from past experience that they cannot expect the Federal 
Government to match funds for such multi-million-dollar projects as 
LaGuardia, Newark, and Idlewild. These airports are certainly 
among those most capable of carrying their own airport construction 
costs. It may surprise you, as it did me, to hear that the New York 
Port Authority collected $125,000 merely from renting billboard ad- 
vertising space within their air terminal buildings during 1957. They 
collect $1,200 a month for letting a new model car sit in a lobby. 

In all this discussion of metropolitan areas, I do not mean to imply 
we have forgotten the little community. In fact, I have some figures 
here that you may find a little surprising in this connection. 

Under present criteria, any airport used by 10 or more aircraft is 
eligible for Federal aid. In fact, Federal funds have gone into air- 
ports serving one aircraft. Federal funds in 5 cases have gone to 
communities with less than 1,000 inhabitants. 

Over the past 4 years, the Federal Government has contributed 
$2.6 million to 40 airports, each of which was used by fewer than 10 
airplanes. The total population of the communities in which these 
airports are located is only 173,653 people. Experience shows us that 
15 percent of all Federal funds go to airports that are used exclusively 
for private or general aviation. No Federal funds have gone into air- 
ports exclusively for the common carriers. 

Turning now to more specific consideration of proposed legisla- 
tion, experience has shown that certain outdated and cumbersome pro- 
visions of the present law, which would be virtually unchanged by 
H.R. 1011, are ineffective to provide expeditious airport development 
where urgently needed, and to insure concentration of effort on those 
aspects of airport development requiring Federal attention. In con- 
trast, the administration bill would streamline and modernize the 
present law in certain important respects. 

First, while retaining the established equities of the present State 
apportionment formula, provision would be made increasing the dis- 
eretionary fund of the Administrator from 25 percent of the funds 
made available by Congress to 50 percent. This would provide badly 
needed flexibility to meet urgent requirements where they actually 
exist. 

As the law now stands, and as proposed in H.R. 1011, 75 percent 
of Federal airport funds are divided among the several States on 
an area-to-population formula. The basic area-to-population for- 
mula is reasonable, and we would not change it. The rest, or 25 
percent of the Federal funds, can be applied by the Federal Aviation 
Agency to meeting pressing needs of airport construction anywhere 
inthe United States and its Territories. 

feel very strongly that more States, and the country, and aviation 
as a whole, would benefit if we changed the 75-25 allocation to a 
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50-50 allocation. I realize that some Members of Congress are ¢op. 
cerned that, if we change the 75-25 allocation to 50-50, their States 
would lose money that they need and can use. But this is not the case, 
and here are some facts as to why it is not the case. 

In the current year, over $12 million is locked up in apportion. 
ments to 18 States that don’t need or can’t use it. Of these 18 States, 
1 has an apportionment of $2.5 million; 4 others exceed $1 million 
each. 

In the past 4 years, 14 States have never made full use of the funds 
allocated under the 75-25 formula. Calculations indicate that, on q 
50-50 formula, only 10 States might not have used the funds avail- 
able; and at least one-half of the idle $12 million would be available 
for urgent safety items under a 50-50 formula. 

H.R. 1011 would permit this archaic procedure to continue, pre- 
venting those States that need the money from getting it. 

A second modernizing feature of the administration bill is a pro- 
vision with respect to funds apportioned to the States, but unused 
for the prescribed 2-year period, permitting them to revert in their 
entirety to the Administrator’s discretionary fund without being 
reapportioned as required under existing law. This would insure 
maximum availability of funds for actual productive use, whereas, as 
I indicated before, sizable amounts stand idle for long periods under 
the present law. 

Under H.R. 1011, this deficiency of the present law would be con- 
tinued, by retaining the provision that the unused State allocations 
will be held on call by the States for a period of 2 years, after which 
the funds are again reapportioned on the 75-25 basis. Some of the 
mony will again end up apportioned to the same States that did not 
use it in the first place, and the whole cumbersome process begins all 
over again. Also, in the meantime, the same nonuser State has 
acquired an additional year’s funds under the 75-25 formula. 

I propose that all unused State money that has aged for 2 years be 
turned over to the Federal Aviation Agency to be allocated through 
the discretionary fund to those States and airports which are ready 
and able to proceed with their vital developments. 

Under our proposal, at least $6 million of the blocked $12 million 
would be available for needy and willing airports on July 1, 1959. 
If this businesslike change is not made, the Administrator may only 
be able to put $1.5 million of this money to work at his discretion 
and needy airport developments. 

The provisions of H.R. 1011 on the two points I have just discussed 
have the effect of penalizing those States which are showing initiative 
in promoting aviation development in their own States. Our pro- 
posals would help both the small and large States that want to im- 
prove and are ready to build their airports. Past experience indi- 
cates that under existing law nearly 20 percent of available funds are 
always tied up and unavailable for vital safety facilities. The $12 
million now lying idle is not producing 1 single penny’s worth of 
public safety; $12 million can build a lot of safety in runway exten- 
sions and lights to help the pilots see the runways. It could build 
half a dozen control towers and many miles of taxiways. 

A third major provision of the administration bill would confine 
Federal aid to development of that portion of our airport system 
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which is directly needed for safe and efficient aircraft operations. 
In other words, Federal funds would be devoted to runways, taxi- 
ways, aprons, tower facilities, and so forth, and would not “go 
beyond the gate.” Federal concern would be limited to safe, efficient 
movement of passengers and cargo and the safety needs of general 
aviation. Local and State governments, and private interests, would 
be expected to assume their traditional and proper responsibility for 
the comfort and welfare of passengers and other airport users, and 
the custody and protection of cargo. , i 

This principle is based on the proper assignment of State and local 
responsibility as well as the basic philosophy that there should be an 
end of expectation that Federal funds will be available for projects 
which either do in fact, or should reasonably be expected to, produce 
sufficient revenue to attract financing from sources other than Federal 
aid funds. : ‘a 

HR. 1011 injects a new factor by proposing to amend the definition 
of the term “airport development” to include “the periodic seal coat- 
ing of flexible airport pavements and the filling of Joints in rigid air- 
port pavements at airports at which air traffic 1s not sufficient to meet 
the criteria of the Administrator for the location of an airport traffic 
control tower operated by the Federal Aviation Agency.” The pur- 
pose of this amendment is to permit the inclusion of such work in 
projects under grant agreements. ; 

We are opposed to this amendment, since it would extend Federal 
aid to maintenance type work. Under the Federal Airport Act, as 
originally written and in its present form, there may be included in 
projects under grant agreements only such work on airports as con- 
stitutes construction, improvement, or repair, as distinguished from 
maintenance. We think this demarcation is sound. The airport 
owner should maintain the airport, with the Federal interest limited 
to assisting in capital improvement. 

In our opinion, a dangerous precedent would be set by any deviation 
from the previously established principle of excluding maintenance 
type airport work from costs eligible for Federal participation. It 
would mean that the Government would, for the first time, subsidize 
a part of the airport operator’s direct operating costs, thus opening 
up anentirely new area of Federal grant participation. 

Another provision of the administration bill is designed to treat 
Alaska frankly and unequivocally as the full-fledged State she has 
recently become. To the extent that this operates to her advantage as 
to the apportionment of funds, she is certainly entitled to her full 
share of her rights as a State. Insofar as the requirements for match- 
ing funds might otherwise operate somewhat to her disadvantage, it 
should be noted that the President has already announced in his 
budget message a request for a transitional grant to Alaska in an 
amount not to exceed $10.5 million. 

Now, by way of summary, perhaps it would be useful to pause a 
minute and ask ourselves just what an airport is. The mixture of 
functions performed by a typical active airport is sometimes a little 
confusing for the purposes of our discussion here today. Parts of an 
airport make up an aviation facility necessary for the safe and effi- 
cient operation of aircraft and comprising a portion of the national 
aviation facilities system. Other parts are concerned with the com- 
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fort, welfare, and business transactions of travelers and other airport 
users. In a large sense, the airport is a community asset in attract; 
business and tourism and contributing to the general welfare of the 
community. It is a focal point of the community’s access to othe 
towns and cities. 

As we all know, most cities and States expend large sums on promo. 
tional activity and development of facilities to attract business ang 
commerce and to stimulate the tourist trade. As we all know, recent 
instances have extended to offers of land, construction of stadia, and 
long-term admissions guarantees to attract major league sports and 
other forms of entertainment. 

In this context, it seems reasonable to me to expect an increasi 
level of community and State support for something as vital to their 
interests as airport development. This would not be so clearly the 
case if we were in an earlier period of developing our airport system, 
and if the economics of aviation had not yet experienced the phenom. 
enal growth we have seen. Under such circumstances, we would be 
striving to attract our initial travelers and airport users by providing 
facilities well ahead of any known demand, and with no reasonable 
basis for expecting the full financing requirements to be met other 
than with substantial Federal help. 

This approach is still valid, of course, in the safety aspects of air- 
ort development; but we now have a substantial airport system in 
elng as a point of departure for new developmnet. We also have an 

established and more clearly foreseeable rate of growth in airport use 
on the basis of which financing can be more readily obtained and con- 
munity support more easily justified. ; 

In bringing this out, I do not mean to minimize the significance of 
our airport systef as a national asset. However, as you know, the 
great airport system we see today was not established without Federal 
aid of very great magnitude. Federal contributions to airport. con- 
struction started in the depression days of the 1930’s with the various 
relief programs, notably WPA. Since that time, over $2,681 million 
in funds and property have been contributed by the Federal Govern- 
ment to our civil airports. 

As you are well aware, airports constitute only a part of the pictur 
of Federal participation in, and financial support of, the development 
of our civil aviation. A well-balanced and smoothly integrated sys- 
tem for safe and efficient movement of aircraft must include extensive 
air traffic control facilities and navigational aids, which the Federal 
Government establishes and maintains at very great cost and without 
contribution from State and local governments. 

For the fiscal year 1960, the Federal Government has requested $527 
million for air safety regulation and for the necessary operation, 
expansion, and improvement of our air traffic control system. These 
expenses are very much on the increase; and, in the next 4 years, the 
taxpayer is going to be called upon to foot a bill in excess of $2 billion 
in this field alone. This represents a very sizable operational and 
financial contribution to aviation for which State and local govern- 
ments cannot assume any share of the responsibility. 

Also, as you are well aware, there are sizable contributions made by 
the Federal Government in the form of subsidies to the airlines, par- 
ticularly overseas and local service carriers. 
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The fact that financia] burdens of this size on behalf of aviation 
must be borne by the Federal Government, and cannot be assumed by 
others, makes it all the more important to encourage increased State, 
Jocal, and private responsibility in an area properly their concern, 
such as airport development. 

I hardly need add that there are other massive requirements for 
Federal funds, outside of this field altogether, which it would be both 
foolhardy and false economy to neglect. The demands upon our econ- 
omy and upon the taxpayer are so great, currently and for the foresee- 
able future, that we must discipline ourselves where savings can be 
made. Prudence is an absolute must. Ce 

The program we propose would do this in a way which we feel 
insures that the true safety needs for airport development are met in 
a timely and efficient manner. 

That is the end of my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMaAn. That concludes your statement, does it ? 

Mr. Quesapa. It does, Mr. Harris. Thank youso much. 

The CuHarRMAN. Mr. Williams. 

Mr. Wii1ams. General Quesada, does the administration proposal 
provide any means by which the Federal Government can assist or 
contribute to the building of terminals where part of those facilities 
are to be used for purposes of housing your meteorologists, your tower 
operators, and other employees who perform what are generally ac- 
cepted as Federal functions? 

r. Quesapa. It does provide assistance in those areas wherein the 
control tower would be located. 

Mr. Witi1ams. Then do I understand that the Federal Government 
would be able to contribute the cost of the control tower and the fa- 
cilities to be occupied by Federal agencies ? 

Mr. Qursapa. No, sir, it doesn’t. It limits it to control towers. 

Mr. Witz1aMs. To control towers? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Witt1ams. Where the terminal itself may house the local FAA 
office, for instance, or your weather station, there are no provisions 
whereby the Federal Government can participate in that? 

Mr. Quesapa. No, sir. 

Mr. Witx1ams. How would that be handled, by rental arrange- 
ment ? 

Mr. Quesapa. That would seem to be very reasonable; by just nego- 
tiating with the community like any other business activity. 

The Cuarrman. Does the Federal Government presently pay rental 
in these terminal facilities for the operation of control towers and 
other activities of your Agency ? 

Mr. Quesapa. No, sir; if we built the control towers, we do not 
pay rental, Mr. Harris. 

The Cuatrman. In other words, the FAA uses these terminal build- 
ing facilities without any cost ? 

r. Quesapa. Without payment, that is correct. 

The Cuarrman. That is right. 

Mr. Witt1aMs. May I ask one more? 

Mr. Quesapa. However, only in those cases where grants have been 
made, Mr, Harris, is this condition true. 
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The Cuarrman. Well, yes, because only in those cases where grants 
have been made do you have a control tower. 

Mr. Qussapa. No, sir, not necessarily. 

The CuarrMan. Well, name one outside—— 

Mr. Qursapa. Toledo, Ohio, has one where no grant has been made, 
They have never asked or been granted any Federal aid. 

The Cuatrman. For any part? 

Mr. Quesapa. They don’t want it. 

The Cuarrman. Then you do pay rental in that case? 

Mr. Quesapa. I don’t know. Let me check. 

I will have to furnish that for the record, Mr. Harris. But i 
would seem proper that we should. 

(The information follows :) 


How Mucu Renr Dorks THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT PAy AT TOLEDO Arrpogr? 


Federal Aviation Agency currently operates a control tower and a communica. 
tions station which directly serve the Toledo Airport. This activity occupies 
1,449 square feet. 

By negotiation with the city in 1954, it was agreed that the CAA (FAA) 
would not pay rent for this space, but agreed to pay for janitorial and utility 
costs. The FAA now pays $1,138 per year for this service. " 

The Weather Bureau has a similar arrangement for which they pay $1,062 
per year. 


Attached are breakdowns of funds based on an annual Federal aid airport 
authorization of $63 million. Attachment A is the breakdown of the current Fed- 
eral aid authorization based on 75 percent of the funds being apportioned to the 
States. Attachment B is based upon 50-percent State apportionment with 


percent of funds being discretionary. 


ms 
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prants FEDERAL AID AIRPORT PROGRAM 


ATTACHMENT A—Annual distribution of $63,000,000 authorization for fiscal 
years 1957, 1958, and 1959—75/25 





te: Apportionment! | State—Continued Apportionment + 
made, - idiens! __--_-... $836, 180 Oklahoma_____ __ $841, 462 
Arigona__---------.--- 939, 544 ai rato dk css cei 932, 127 
Arkansas__----------- 670, 938 Pennsylvania___.__-_- 1, 902, 130 
Paliftornie___._.__--...- 2, 734, 099 Rhode Island__.____--- 127, 157 
aa 955, 269 South Carolina____-_-- 542, 723 
Connecticut.....--...- 340, 256 South Dakota____----- 657, 256 
ES 64, 980 nen 798, 404 
But it District of Columbia—- 120, 271 IE i ice eemeresensinwelivic 3, 093, 777 
ee 851, 856 a i cccntstiiannan 719, 824 
et a 942, 419 MOnMNi ss s05 03 126, 216 
Si 5 eam nme 694, 985 IN is etree 803, 025 
roe 1, 721, 651 Washington___.______-_ 868, 070 
RPORT? is a aw 852, 738 West Virginia_._..____- 475, 182 
nunica Se S00, 327 Wisconsin__--~...----- 993, 906 
crunl c meee enon enti S52, 265 bio | eee 754, 789 
reps aco morse 733, 174 coutenifadhannnpinii acon 
(FAA) Louisiana—~~--~---.--- 760, 599 Total State appor- 
utility cass 385, T68 tionment ..../_._ 45, 000, 000 
7 NINE i wc tints tevin 439, 214 | Discretionary funds * ______ 15, 000, 000 
$1,062 Massachusetts_-_---~--- i167, 282 cecil 
me ee | «6, Oe ee Total funds for Con- 
Minnesota_........--. 1, 072,185 tinental United 
Mississippi__-_~---- -- 676, 053 ON hint ncinacnnel 60, 000, 000 
airport ae leven ancencn a 1, 096, 6GS2 enn OITes eed 
nt Fed- 1, 157, 301 | Territory: 
| to the Ee 759, 013 | pO 
vith 50 ao ss nd a adie 827, 050 a = 750, 000 
New Hampshire_---~- 147, 216 Puerto Rico.._.._...=- 600, 000 
New Jersey__-........-- 781, 667 Virgin Islands________ 300, 000 
7 MORICO.........--— 985, 691 il. ee 
STORM. a Wudtedsmaa 2, 606, 233 A Se get a) ae 4 ty | 3, 000, 000 
North Carolina._.___—- 989, 458 tect aie 
North Dakota... - 605, 945 Grand total_________ 63, 000, 000 
a 1, 511, 101 


175 percent of authorization is apportioned for projects in each State on an area 


population formula; 25 percent is discretionary, and may be allocated without regard to 
State boundaries. 
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ATTACHMENT B.—Distribution of $63,000,000 authorization, 50 percent State 
apportionment, 50 percent discretionary 











| | | ee 
f State $63,000,000 | State | $63,000 
State | percent- | authoriza- ] State | percent- authoriag. 
age tion age | tion 
Ot aoe rr ae —— eee 
Alabama_._.._.......-.-----| 1.858177 | $557, 453 || Obio_....-..-..-.------ .---| 3, 353008 | $1, 007, 4) 
Arizona _- --| 2. 087875 | 626, 363 |} Oklahoma__--_---- ee 560, 97 
Arkansas. | 1. 490973 | 447, 292 | ee Bete ee ese ...| 2.071393 2 als 
California | 6.075775 | 1,822, 733 || Pennsylvania___------_---__ 4. 226956 1, 288 ogy 
Colorado Sale | 2.122820 | 636,846 || Rhode Island______- : 0, 282571 |” a4 7) 
Connecticut_____---- ----| - 756124 | 226, 837 || South Carolina______. _...-| 1.206050 | 361, 815 
Delaware___.---- -| . 144401 | 43, 320 || South Dakota___......_.- --| 1.460570 | 43g’ 17) 
District of Columbia ...| .267270 | 80, 181 || Tennessee ____-...-.._-_-- _| 1.774232 532.7 
Florida... | 1.898014 | 567,904 || Texas... _. 6.875060 | 2, 062' 51g 
Georgia_- | 2.094264 | 628, 279 || Utah... | 1, 599608 | "479! ago 
Idaho i _| 1. 544412 | 463, 324 || Vermont 0. 280480 | 84. 144 
Illinois. - -- ---| 3.825890 | 1, 147, 767 || Virginia... .--._--- | 1.784501 | 535; 359 
Indiana -| 1.894974 | 568, 492 || Washington-- 1. 929045 578, 714 
Iowa. -_-_-_- 1. 778504 | 533, 551 || West Virginia 1. 055849 | 316, 755, 
Kansas | 1.960585 | 588,176 || Wisconsin. 2.208681 | 642 apy 
Kentucky 1. 629275 | 488,782 || Wyoming... .-..--.-.-------| 1.677310 | 503. 199 
Louisiana ; 1. 690220 507, 066 |} [anvcrnineketh 
Maine___- . 857262 | 257, 179 Total State apportion- | 
Maryland . 976030 292, 809 ] ment : ...-} 30,000, 000 
Massachusetts 1. 705070 511, 521 || Discretionary funds : sie bid 30, 000, 000 
Michigan ----- .| 3.676876 | 1, 103, 063 || sate 
Minnesota .| 2.382634 714, 790 || Total funds for conti- | 
Mississippi - - | 1.502341 | 450, 702 || nental United States -| 60, 000, 000 
Missouri 2.437070 | 731, 121 | tne 
Montana 2. 571780 771, 534 || Territory: 
Nebraska 1. 686695 506,008 || Alaska . ..| 1,350,000 
Nevada ; 1. 837888 | 551, 366 || Hawaii = : ; 750, 000 
New Hampshire 0. 327147 98,144 || Puerto Rico “i ai 600, 000 
New Jersey ; 1. 737037 521,111 |} Virgin Islands--_--- 300, 000 
New Mexico ..| 2. 190425 657, 128 etic 
New York 5. 791628 | 1, 737, 488 || Bs Bess sicccncima ‘ _..-| 8,000,000 
North Carolina 2. 198796 | 659, 639 | —=|_———— 
North Dakota .| 1.346544 403, 963 Grand total. ..| 63, 000, 000 


a 


Mr. WiiuiAMs. General, I can conceive of a situation where it would 
be cheaper in the long run for the Federal Government to contribute 
a certain portion to the building of these terminals, and of course, in 
proportion to its use of the terminal, rather than lease space. In 
other words, I can conceive of cases where the leasing of space would 
be more expensive in the long run than the actual contribution to the 
building and getting free rent. 

What would be your feeling with regard to the possibility of writing 
into any legislation that the committee might adopt some kind of 
discretionary authority with the agency itself as to whether to con- 
tribute directly or to withhold contributions with the intention of 
renting these facilities ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Sir, I think it would be very reasonable to do so. If 
you want my opinion, I think it would be also reasonable that a rent 
should be placed on facilities that are made available to us and, when 
that rent has been used up over years to an amount comparable to 
our grant, it would then seem proper for the Federal Government to 
pay rent like any other user. 

Mr. Wiiu1aMs. You referred to lease-purchase? 

Mr. Quesapa. No, sir. 

Mr. Wiu1aMs. Something similar to it. 

Mr. Quesapa. No, if we make a grant to a community to assist the 
community to build the control tower, it would seem reasonable to 
me that at the same time we should put a hypothetical rent on that, 
on the control tower, and when the grant is used up, we should start 
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paying for it, and the grant should, in effect, be treated as a pre- 
nt. 
Pa WILLIAMS. L yield to Mr. Flynt. 

Mr. Fixnr. Mr. Quesada, I am going to ask the same question that 
Mr. Harris did but apply it to the question of air route traffic control 
centers where such facilities are housed on a municipal airport. 

Is that considered rent free like the tower, or does the agency pay 
rent for such space to house air route traffic control facilities? 

Mr. Quesapa. It varies. We have—as an example, air route traffic 
control centers which are often off the airport. 

Mr. Frynt. I know that, but sometimes as in Atlanta, for example, 
they are on it and I just wonder whether that is considered part of 
atower operation. : 

Mr. Quesapa. No, sir, that would not be considered a part of a 

r operation. 
Or airs. Then they do or do not pay rent? 

Mr. Quesapa. It varies, that is rig it. It is a negotiated thing. I 
could give you some information on just which cases it is one way 
and which cases it is the other. 

Mr. Fiynr. I wonder if you could supply that without going into 
detail on it? I would like to know simply the situation that prevailed 
at the Atlanta Airport where the traffic control center is presently 
housed on the airport proper. 

Mr. QuesaDa. We will get it for you. 

Mr. Fiynr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


RENtT-FREE SPACE 


Attached is a statement of the current FAA policy with respect to rent-free 
space in airport buildings. This policy statement identifies the Government 
space which may be made available on a rent-free basis. The policy statement 
also provides for the maximum amount of such space. 

At the present time, rent-free space at the Atlanta Municipal Airport consists 
of the following : 


Square feet 


aii lak acc odin co cvcghg nse aesbegrioeng a ates tanee aime marae ae 1, 276 
Nee Te eC ee eae ene Sees aera ee eee 2, 766 
Maintenance headquarters___-_-_ Lyall hp aneicnipscar eligi sna in cnaerenslanesmaediccbareoonpdarliessatatesinetica en 4, 800 
nnn Gate. 2225 SF rl LE OO ee ee ae ee 1, 109 
enna Sie ee ee ea eee ie Sateneeer ee ee 1, 558 

Stereo LS a oN cneg eee arta ee 11, 509 


At Atlanta, Ga., the Federal Aviation Agency occupies 19,780 square feet and 
pays an annual rental of $10,034. ‘The space is broken down as follows: The 
control tewer—air traffic contro] station—maintenance headquarters—and re- 
mote transmitter site—comes to about 10,000 square feet, for which the FAA 
pays the nominal sum of $1 a year under the Federal-aid agreement. 

The air route traffic control center occupies 6,009 square feet, for which the 
FAA pays $1,834. The aviation safety district office occupies 2,168 square feet, 
for which it pays $2,168 per year. 

In addition to space in the terminal building, Atlanta has made available 
to the FAA land upon which the FAA has built a temporary structure of 1,473 
square feet, for which the Government pays no rent, 

A new air route traffic control center is now being constructed at Hampton, Ga., 
and it will be ready for occupancy around July 1960. 


36684—59-__5 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, October 30, 1958 


AIRPORT POLICY AND PROCEDURE MEMORANDUM No. 60 


To: All holders of the Office of Airports Manual of Operations. 
From: Acting Administrator. 
Subject: CAA policy with respect to rent-free space in airport buildings. 


I. INTRODUCTION 


In determining the nature and extent of the project sponsor’s obligation ty 
furnish Federal Government rent-free airport building space under the Federg). 
aid airport program, the CAA is governed by the provisions of section 11(5) 
of the Federal Airport Act (60 Stat. 170, as amended) which provide that, as 
a condition precedent to his approval of a project under the Act, the Adminis 
trator shall receive assurances in writing, satisfactory to him, that: 

“* * * the airport operator or owner will furnish to any civil agency of the 
Government, without charge (except for light, heat, janitor service, and similar 
facilities and services at the reasonable cost thereof), such space in connection 
with air traffice control activities, or weather-reporting activities and cop. 
munications activities related to air traffic control, which such agency may 
deem it necessary to establish and maintain at the airport.” 

In construing this section it was decided, shortly after the law was enacted 
that Congress intended to limit the obligation of airport owners to the furnish. 
ing of only such space as might ke necessary for the operation of air traffic 
control, communications and weather-reporting activities incidental to the 
operation of the airport. This interpretation has been embodied in standard 
Sponsor’s Assurance, part III, paragraph 9, project application (ACA~-1624), 
which is included in all grant agreements. That assurance reads, in part, as 
follows: 

“Whenever so requested by the Administrator, the sponsor will furnish to any 
civil agency of the United States, without charge (except for light, heat, janitor 
service, and similar facilities and services at the reasonable cost thereof), such 
space in airport buildings as may be determined by the Administrator to be rea- 
sonably adequate for use in connection with any airport air traffic control actiyi- 
ties, weather-reporting activities, and communications activities, related to air. 
port air traffic control, which are necessary to the safe and efficient operation of 
the airport, and which such agency may deem it necessary to establish and main- 
tain at the airport for such purposes * * *.” [Italic supplied. ] 

It has also been the policy of the CAA to obtain from the sponsor under the 
terms of the grant agreement only that amount of rent-free space actually 
required for the facilities which are presently located at that airport and facili- 
ties planned in the foreseeable future. For the purpose of determining rent-free 
space for the CAA, the expression “facilities planned in the foreseeable future” 
has been determined to be limited to the facilities included in the current fiseal 
program at any given time and those included in the program for the then next 
succeeding fiscal year. The purpose of this policy is to prevent the CAA and 
the Weather Bureau from unnecessarily tying up unneeded space which could 
otherwise be used by the sponsor to produce airport revenue. This policy, of 
course, has no effect on the authority of the CAA and the Weather Bureau to 
rent additional space as required from the sponsor. 

Since the original policy statements were issued, the requirements for radar 
for area traffic control, as well as local airport traffic control, the use of radar 
for weather reporting, extra space for handling traffic at adjacent airport, etc. 
have been developed and expanded and are not covered in any way in the current 
policy. 

In view of the foregoing, and in light of present circumstances, it is considered 
appropriate to bring this policy up to date in order to establish a clear under- 
standing of those types of uses which are considered in the rent-free category 
under the Federal-aid airport program. 


II. CRITERIA IN THE APPLICATION OF THE STANDARDS FOR RENT-FREE SPACE 


a. At the time of notice to the sponsor of programing a Federal-aid airport 
project, the Chief, Airports Division, should, after coordination with the Regional 
Offices of Air Traffic Control, Air Navigation Facilities, and the Weather Bureat, 
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advise the sponsor of the free space requirements of the CAA and the Weather 
Bureau. Normally this advice will be through the DAE. 

p. In each of the following situations, the regional administrator, on the 
pasis of the overall space requirements of the particular activity and of the 
facts and circumstances in each case, shall estimate the amount of space en- 
titled to be rent free and the amount of space not entitled to be rent free. The 
portion needed or to be used for an activity not entitled to be rent free shall be 
obtained on a negotiated basis. 

1. In those cases where an appreciable portion of the space for mainte-. 
nance of equipment is to be used for the maintenance and repair of area 
equipment, only that portion of the space to be used for the maintenance 
and repair of equipment actually used to conduct airport air traffic con- 
trol activities shall be entitled to rent free space. 

2. Terminal complex arrangements are those arrangements whereby the 
traffic control tower at a particular airport has jurisdiction over instru- 
ment flight rule (IFR) air traffic operating at another airport or airports 
in the same terminal area. In those cases where such arrangements exist, 
only that portion of the space required for the IFR room to control air traf- 
fic operating at that airport shall be entitled to rent-free space, unless the 
additional space required for the terminal complex arrangement is negligible. 

c. Where space for air traffic control training is to be incorporated in a CAA 
facility, FAAP funds may be used to participate in the provision of such space, 
but the space shall not be required rent free, and shall not be listed as rent 
free in the grant agreement. Such space, however, if needed, should be ob- 
tained on a negotiated basis. 

d. When a determination is made as to the amount of rent-free space re- 
quired by the CAA and the Weather Bureau, such space requirements shall 
be expressed in the grant agreement in terms of the maximum square feet 
required by the CAA and the Weather Bureau, respectively. Such maximum 
square feet as expressed in the grant agreement shall be considered net space, 
ie. less partitions, hallways, stairways, elevator wells, and toilets. 

e. Rent-free space requirements over and above the standards prescribed in 
part III of this memorandum may be authorized by the regional administrator 
only after he has made a determination on the basis of all the facts and cir- 
cumstances that such additional space is needed in order to carry out the 
particular activity concerned. 

f. Where space is required by the CAA or Weather Bureau which is not 
digible for rent-free space, the agency involved shall negotiate the rental for 
such space. 


lil. AGREEMENTS WHERE RENT-FREE SPACE IS PROVIDED FOR CAA FACILITIES 


The rent-free space provisions of a grant agreement do not constitute the 
agreement covering the use of that space by CAA. In all cases where the grant 
agreement includes a schedule to provide rent-free space, a lease agreement is 
entered into by CAA with the sponsor providing for the use of the space and 
the charges for light, heat, janitor service, etc. These lease agreements are 
handled by the Office of General Services. 


IV. DIRECTIVE 


In order to assist regional offices of the CAA and of the U.S. Weather Bureau 
in facility planning, and to aid municipal and airport management groups in 
the planning of airports, the following standards for rent-free space require- 
ments for operations personnel and equipment of the CAA and of the U.S. 
Weather Bureau in airport buildings are hereby established as a guide to all 
concerned. The standards herein prescribed, which have been determined after 
careful study of the needs of the various CAA and Weather Bureau operations, 
shall be considered as adequate for the activities concerned, unless otherwise 
determined in accordance with this policy, and shall be set forth in the grant 
agreement, where applicable, as the maximum amount of rent-free space to be 
furnished the Government. 
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STANDARDS FOR RENT-FREE SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR FACILITIES IN Arpopr 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDINGS 


CAA ACTIVITIES AND EQUIPMENT 


1. Airport trafic control tower 


[In square feet] 
> $$$ 


| 

| Standards for space 
authorized 

| 

_-_ es 

| Without With radar 

| radar 

' 


Control CAB... we ESSL deities auld peeihit sate dsk de 
Operations chiei’s office.............-.....-.---. sia Kat apecpad ee 
Operations storage... a ‘ ; é jo 
Equipment room(s) - ..------.-- 

TELCO equipment room-.-.- id 
Equipment storage-..-....--.-- a ; Fite Ee Ba tbeoe | 50 | 75 
IFR room. ; as ‘ | (‘) 450 
o | 


LT 
1 324 | 
= “i 
100 100 
350 | 850 

100 


80 | 


Electronic maintenance office- : 150 | 250 
Electronic maintenance workshop - -- -- . : a eke s ; 150 | 20 
Electronic maintenance storage_.....-..-...-...--- an, jon 100 | 150 
Engine generator room. -._--- a £ eee ee weet 1 200 | 200 











1 See pertinent paragraph, current revision of TSO-N13. 
2. Combined ATC tower and air traffic communications station 


Standards for 
space authorized 

(square feet) 
NE, SD i ici Ai ati Sea its hk wn than Sim threes wel ieee nbc Sane 2 400 
SI: URINE QUOD Sais nh li edad winieeeonctdicnnnp bob eitialbsniniieininniedabaml 200 
INI TVIRD So ahhh wc sibel eddie bdagen Spl n td alsin et harnicinbtbdinm rb eppeetn idicbteaitiole 150 
Ne IN GD a lich cethetshie ee dtmimainabneb ld Sbepetehes goede eainibailinnt phen chddestlgtie 500 
San A NNN Es II hi cerned chee oh tei ints orient nbn hb seahiahel 80 
Is Ne eg eopinipiaim een am ees tages ibihien ished 15 
meeeeronie: meinsemanc® OMe sin bb hs nl cide mem tniiescim cist 250 
Blectronic maintenance workshop...........-.-----------~~----.._~.-.. 250 
DET OSINS -IRINCOTIONCD BUOTORD. 6 ncicli nin eee nn nnemnonsniin 150 
aE» CO i elec ah assed ncaa gh emia Sr encinenie women cgheanielinnaalal *200 


1 See pertinent paragraph, current revision of TSO-N13. 


8. Air traffic communications station * 


{In square feet] 


| Standards for space authorized—sizes— 














Ba G0 ys 

1 2 3 4 

' 
a a 150 | 150| 160 160 
eS cdgiibaa 250 260 280 390 
Operations...._._- DA ng eed ae Ee es 650 | 810 600 620 
meet, 808 Sul 5h Be ie ike Be ys i Np 460 49 
Balloon inflation -._.. vaiindro nha dpilebiaiee cibiebasebesiacens stats ised 30 | ae ee 
Eqaipanesit a al a 420 440 | 440 | 610 
lL. 0 AEE IA! 2 be. SERRE ERE 100 120 140 170 
naa ii ficul  sloacor ie hal lis 100 120 140 
SS EE Tee PT a a aT, PR eM 180 100 | 120 140 
I as Ne er ee 80 | 100 110 
Engine generator room...............--2..222.--.-22...-.--...- 200 | 1 200 200 200 

| 





1 See pertinent paragraph, current revision of TSO-N13. 


*The minimum space requirements and location of quarters for airport traffic control, combined ATC 
tower and air traffic communications station and air traffic communications station are described in detail 
in the current revision of CAA TSO-N13. 
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4. Weather Bureau activities and equipment 


[In square feet] 








———7—_—_™ 5a " | z a oun = 
| Standards for space 
authorized 
ar) 
Office space Storage space 

i asia LJ és Li i et | 

Office of meteorologist in charge--.--. ROOM 185 iS Sheds 150 | kt de... 
ervations: 

OO Terly DE ccnacéebadequagecascus wrists reid now ian outa os oleate eas aeaheteneee 250 100 
Radar---. .-.------- mn a nnn nnn nnn ne a ne nn eo 2 = == eens nee 150 |-..-.-..--.- ; 
EE CD DOI SE OINY Finite in nhs ecnecanaecaksapgecopagetaktosion 180 | 150 
Pibals only (no rawinsondes) ------ ‘ oa 9S SRR ER. Ge) OR. 60 80 

Meteorological communications at CS/T locations--_-.......--.------.-----.- 100 | 50 

Aviation meteorological briefing and information office - -----.......-...-...- 200 100 

Instrumental maintenance: Electronic technician -------........-.--.--.--... BIOU linc géutegtee 

uipment: ; 

Ba atomatic Nn sch aries ds dice ws gst Sain ps ecgihihinnt eee wipngn haces int bidet 110 | ee 
Eg i a | 50 








1 Laboratory and shop space. 





Note.—Since programs vary, all of the above activities and equipment may not be included at a given 
station. 


V. PARKING FOR MOTOR VEHICLES AT AIRPORTS 


a. Government-Owned Vehicles—With respect to free parking for CAA 
yehicles at airports, it is CAA policy to request airport owners to furnish free 
parking. The Grant Agreement will not carry a provision requiring rent-free 
space for official vehicles. 

b. Personally Owned Vehicles—In the case of personally owned vehicles of 
Government employees, the space for such facilities is not required to be fur- 
nished rent free under existing law and regulation but is a matter for negotia- 
tion between the employees and the airport officials. 


VI RESCINDING PREVIOUS CAA POLICY ON RENT-FREE SPACE 


The standards for rent-free space established herein supersede Part 4, Standard 


Practice Manual, Section 4173, and those specified in other previous instructions 
on the subject of rent-free space. 


S. A. Kemp. 
The Cuarrman. Obviously, members will have questions that they 
will want to ask. I was hoping that we could conclude this morning 
because I was sure you must have a very busy schedule. 
Mr. Quesapa. You do, too, Mr. Harris, I am sure of that, 


The Cuarrman. It probably might be advisable to come back at 2. 
Would that inconvenience you greatly ? 


Mr. Qursapa. No, sir, it would not. 
The Cuarrman. Well, the committee will adjourn until 2 o’clock. 


(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the committee recessed, to recon- 
vene at 2 p.m., this same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


The Cuamman. The committee will come to order. 
Mr. Bennett, any questions ? 
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STATEMENT OF E. R. QUESADA, ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES T. Pyrp 
DAGGETT HOWARD, AND J. GORDON BENNETT—Resumeq 


Mr. Bennerr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I would like to ask several 
questions about matters I would like to have clarified in my mind 

I think you said that several States never used all of the airport 
funds that were available to them. How many States are there? 

Mr. QuesapA. Fourteen States have never used all of the funds that 
were available to them under the apportionment. 

Mr. Bennetr. Can you furnish the names and dates for the records? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes, sir, we can. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


Wat Srates Have Nor Usep ALL THE FUNDS AVAILABLE TO THEM Ove THE 
Past 4 YEARS? 


Federal-aid airport program—States having unuscd State apportionment 
balances, fiscal years 1956-59 






















1 or 

| 1956 1957 1958 1959 
PI didhen «= 3k ddd 6 on ddd dons ~bihiwont see yn 0 $62, 962 0 0 
| a ER OR EC PE EIS a ..| ) $159,902 | 622, 864 $623, 699 $36, 208 
io en ne ee Soc --| 91,900 | 355, 805 515, 548 894957 
ec hb é is 12, 508 0 0 i. 
ER aot ER i ee 23, 859 | 75, 669 145, 199 45, 728 
INE SOON no sii eonnteyryshasaneesns56p 124, 342 220, 236 274, 617 275, 506 
rs cy rr Meee Pee ee. Nee : a 492,240 | 1,115,753] 1,355,629} 1,010. 0% 
MDS gt es i et ees 2, 109 0 113, 032 " 936, 086 
a oe at arg eg gee 4 a Sere --| 350, 579 910, 485 | 0 0 
occ nual 550, 855 | 1,667,787 | 1,229,601 | 1, 324, 065 
I on craias Re So a 2 2, 511 233,406 | 431, 386 | 312, 673 
ee oe ees 161,264 | 123, 777 411, 401 "0 
Sas ickenctsbion tw < Sku bhp eink sie s EE nin hak oe 743, 874 | 1,318,870 | 2,026, 879 2, 332, 808 
Nee cnsnmadins 479,466 | 971, 585 100, 618 252, 745 
i ce ETS 119, 242 0 0 346, 345 
New Hampshire. -__.._- 1 ee meena: 94, 698 0 145, 295 | 0 
New Mexico. ..._- 396, 866 | 1,053,174 | 1,343, 146 871, 502 
North Carolina. -..........- : eee 134, 472 56, 847 | 0 0 
| a a ie 278, 804 558, 619 908, 488 1, 125, 806 
ee. SSS 3, 168 | 88, 041 97, 354 136, 754 
Rhode Island_- -....--- 40, 033 0 4, 075 | 14, 217 
South Carolina...._._._- hI Addo cettetlanweweded 467, 143 550, 784 774, 462 656, 489 
RN ae ae Jk cic we him Sane 550,315 | 1,085,194 | 1,238,780] 1,170,822 
ea ee ee ee al eas ie oe 113, 218 0 119, 895 0 
TO iis ercinexecescenrancilh sa Re OES 2 27, 118 71. 893 0 0 
EER SP eas ~ ae ‘ 71, 988 0 0 0 
IR cached odcdbeh peihu—bidthadenuhe Aba 168, 822 264, 998 0 0 
i i ich acts d cote naann ela a Fonsi 66, 649 331, 947 0} 0 
Ns os eaten ore be ier en ee en 5] 129, 518 459, 446 | 1, 068, 005 | 961, 020 


Mr. Bennett. Why didn’t they use it, do you know? 

Mr. Quesapa. Well, they either were not interested, or they could 
not provide the necessary matching funds or the need as the State 
measured it was not existent. 

But I would say by and large it was because they didn’t see fit to 
put up their matching funds. 

Mr. Bennett. Does that mean that a portion of the funds were re- 
ferred back to the Government to be reapportioned ? 

Mr. Quesapa. It does. It holds up each year a certain amount of 
money that remains unused and accumulates and goes back to he ap- 
portioned as the original money was allocated. 

Mr. Bennerr. What effect does that have on the overall program! 

Mr. Quesapa. It results in an accumulation of unused money. At 
the moment, if I recall correctly, it amounts to about $12 million. It 
prevents this amount of money from being used forthwith, or rather 
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after the 2 years have expired, for the purpose for which it was ap- 
propriated, and it goes back into an apportionment that created the 
very condition that we find undesirable. 

Mr. Bennetr. As I understand it, these States get their credit for 
that money, and then it cannot be used for any other urpose for a 2- 

r period. 
A Oe That is correct. 

Mr. Bennett. The accumulative effect of that would be tying up 
some $10 or $12 million unused for a period of 2 years. 

Mr. Quesapa. That is correct. Plus the fact it is then reappor- 
tioned, creating this situation again. 

Mr. Bennetr. How many States do you estimate will not use all 
of their funds during the current fiscal year or the coming year? 

Mr. Quesapa. We estimate that 17 will not use the funds allocated 
to them in fiscal 1959. 

Mr. Bennett. It is interesting to note the need for longer runways 
and station facilities to meet the new speeds of the new jets. Will 
the program that you recommend actually take care of the extra run- 
way space that we need for this coming jet program? I am thinking 
of the commercial jets. 

Mr. Quesapa. Administratively, Mr. Bennett, we limit the larger 
communities to a grant of $1 million per year, and this has been the 
policy within the CAA for some years. I must say that I feel that 
this policy should be reviewed, and with a view of perhaps permitting 
a larger allocation than $1 million. And it is possible that the public 
at large would be served by a review of this policy. 

The policy of limiting grants to $1 million to one locality for 1 
year is motivated by the desire to spread it as widely as possible. I 
am not sure that this policy really pursues public interest. I am go- 
ing to review it. 

Mr. Bennerr. Speaking specifically in respect to these jets? 

Mr. Quesapa. Specifically for the jet requirement, which is a new 
and somewhat unusual requirement that has come on us rather sud- 
denly; perhaps the public interest would be served best by a review 
of this policy. 

Mr. Benner. On the question of terminal buildings, can you tell 
us how much Federal money has gone into terminal facilities during 
the past 3 years in the current program ? 

Mr. Qursapa. As I indicated, there was about 30 percent of the total 
moneys granted going into administration buildings. This will 
amount to approximately $65 million, or 1 year’s funds for all prac- 
tical purposes, during the past 4 years. 

Mr. Bennerr. During the 4 years—the 4-year period under the 
present. act ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennetr. Someone spoke this morning about survey of the esti- 
mated needs of all facilities that was made by the CAA by contacting 
arports throughout the country. 

think he said it was a billion-three-hundred-and-some-odd-million 
dollars for future expansion. Have those been reviewed or recom- 
mended by other agencies? 

Mr. Quesapa. No, sir; these figures should be looked at in proper 
context as I attempted to bring out in the testimony. These figures 
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are quite nebulous. They are an optimistic determination of a need 
They do. not represent. in any manner whatsoever the desires of the 
communities that make up this long list of 3,000 airports. It does 
not represent in any form whatsoever any commitment on their part 
that they will match in a manner that is appropriate to or compatible 
with this program. 

And our experience has clearly demonstrated this to be the case 
because each year we make up.a comparable program. It is unrelated 
to reality. 

Mr. Bennett. And is the local community making these recon. 
mendations required to submit any specifications as to the projected 
facilities, any criteria, that the agency has to have before it ¢ 

Mr. Quesapa, The community plays a very minor role in the prep. 
aration of this so-called airport plan. It is really our own estimate 
of a most desirable or a utopian situation in which we would have ap 
airport complex that was approaching perfection. 

Rnd the communities, as I say, and as I said before, do not partici. 
pate in any significant sense in the preparation of this plan and there 
is no commitment on their part whatsoever, none whatsoever. 

Mr. Bennett. Even if Federal funds were available they might not 
participate on a matching basis so far as their funds are concerned! 

Mr. Quesapa. It goes further than that. History has shown ys 
that the communities have not begun or in any reasonable manner 
desired to develop their own assets, their own airports, in a manner 
that is compatible with this plan. 

Mr. Bennett. In other words, it is not a very useful estimate upon 
which to base the actual Federal appropriation then ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Only as it might reflect a historical background. I 
would not recommend it as the basis upon which to consider the bill 
before us now. No, I would not. 

Mr. Bennett. What is the situation generally with respect to the 
existing terminals? Do they make money, do they break even! 
What has been the history?, What is the experience in relation to 
them, in the operation of these so-called terminals ? 

Mr. Quesapa. To my knowledge, let me say, that the experience is 
varying. Some terminal buildings do make money, or I’should say, 
many make money and have substantial revenues. Others break even, 
and I think it is fair to say that some lose. 

It isn’t easy to get a factual data picture on the finances of these 
various communities. However, we do have some factual data on 
one, that is our own, that is very definite. We own the Washington 
National Airport. And we know that it does make money. And if 
I may parenthetically say, if the Government makes money operating 
an airport, God knows the community should. 

Mr. Bennetr. What are the sources of income to a terminal build- 
ing, can you tell me? They have ticket counters and restaurants and 
so forth, and things like that, and taverns. What are some of the 
other sources, more or less hidden sources ? 

Mr. Quesapa. The Washington National Airport to me represents 
a good example of what a large terminal can do. When I say “large,’ 
I mean such places as New York, Chicago, St. Louis, Los Angeles, 
San Francisco, where there is a tremendous volume of movement of 
people and where a terminal is a very, very busy place. 
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My home is in Los Angeles, and I am very well aware of how busy 
the Angeles air terminal is. It is a very, very busy place. 

However, I haven’t got their figures but I do have the Washington 
\irport figures. And I will have to say that they surprised me. 
"Mr. Bennett. Give us the Washington figures for the record, say, 

e last couple of years. 
a. eeaips. I will. I willturnthemovertoyou. 

For auto parking, which includes air terminal service and meter 

arking in 1958, in the fiscal year 1958, the gross revenue was 

8,000-—$348,917 to be exact. They received gross revenue from the 
sale of food of $338,000. _ 

From insurance, that is people who have counters at which they 
sel] insurance, $182,000; for the observation deck, $35,000; for rental 
concessions such as the Hertz Corp., $20,000; other rental, such as 
Alexandria National Bank, $8,000; for the coin-operated devices, 
$103,000; for ground transportation such as the Avis Rent-A-Car, 
Hertz Corp., the National Truck rental, $338,000. 

There is a whole list here of other concessionaries. 

(The tabulations are as as follows:) 


ATTACHMENT A.—Washington National Airport—Some revenue for fiscal years 
1957 and 1958, by activity 


Fiscal year Fiscal year 
195) 1958 





Anto parking. . | $268,785.84 | $348, 917. 57 


Air Terminal Services. 
Meters. 
Parking Associates. 
EN ti ptpa cadens cdbfivcanaskeced 


wbe-sa-- wat eRe HAs dane dss ee enqndews duossanseneqendes<04suh | 238, 033. 97 338, 210. 89 
Air Terminal Services. | 
Admiral’s Club. 
Ambassador’s Club. 
Hot Shoppes, Inc. 
Insurance. - - - . ~- =~ === wise nh de enon e---seeenseneee 132, 884. 08 182, 883. 56 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. 
Tele-Trip Policy Co. 
Observation facilities... -- Pin kewd set hues waNwe ewan enemetacwe 38, 078. 10 35, 569. 64 
Observation deck. 
Tel-O-Tronic Industries. 
Viewing machines. 
Rental: 
Concessionaires rental , petra aa 17, 884. 49 20, 593. 03 
Air Terminal Services. | 
Air Transport. 
Airwayte International. 
Auburn Associates. 
C. & P. Telephone. | 
Hertz Corp. 
Hot Shoppes, Inc. 
Michael’s Enterprises. 
National Truck Rental. | 
Parking Associates. 
Yudkin, Samuel. 
Other rental. 
Alexandria National Bank. 
Grey Concrete Pipe Co. 
Hill Directory Co. 
Lederer, Dr. L. G. 
President’s Room. 


| 
| 1 
Total rental... _. a See 29, 102. 49 
| 
| 
i 





ans a 8, 509. 46 


I i 85, 602. 96 103, 209. 08 
Ailor, Howard. 
Air Terminal Services. 
American Locker Co. 
Automatic Services. 
Beacon TV Rental. 
C. & P. Telephone Co. 
French, C. E. | 
Kabran, Lewis. | 
Macke Corp. 
Michael’s Enterprises. 
Paper cups. 
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ATTACHMENT A.—Washington National Airport—Some revenue for fiscal ye ars 
1957 and 1958, by activity—Continued 








E tocol yeas Fiscal year 

veo QAR 

: | 1958 
ae oe eee at ae ee ae — 
SATO, SEOMIROETORIOR 9 nis. cine ese asdesenn ns . ec ---| $339, 237. 99 $338, 906, 49 


A.B. & W. Transit Co. 

Airport Transport. 

Avis Rent-A-Car 

Hertz Corp. 

National Truck Rental. 
Other concessions. - -..-.....-- Sowbngiedesine ond os ‘ 168, O85. 63 191, 861. 5 

Air Terminal Services. y 

Allied Aviation Services. 

Auburn Associates. 

Baker, H. J. 

Benrus, Watch. 

Bucolo, Salvitore A. 

Capital Marketing. 

Coca-Cola. 

Congress Hotel. 

Fannie May Candy. 

Gallagher, W. K. 

Gay, Rose. 

General Outdoor Advertising. 

Gulf Oil Corp. 

Jakubs, Lewis W. 

Michael’s Enterprises. 

Motel Merrimac. 

Mutual of Omaha. 

Pepsi Cola. 

Shell Oil Co. 

T.D.I. Airads, Inc. 

Technical Controls. 

Trans Lux News Sign Corp. 

Turner, Herbert F. 

Western Union. 

Windsor Men’s Shop. 

Yudkin, Samuel. 

Miscellaneous. 


ATTACHMENT B. FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY, WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIRPORT 


Terminal building, for year ended June 30, 1958 

















INCOME 
a el a .... 9144 GG 
I alee en we whale 991, 726. 31 
Utility sales: 
ES ee SS ea ee ee pei Br 20, 209. 15 
i oe cetera invents Memes edie Se eal 122. 37 
a acs spigtiligetestinipiennanes disecaitlegh 20, 331. 52 
Other services: 
I Ot a a lees a a ee 33, 931. 20 
Be iis oie: nirneetin conostsioph Masgadenpiaadet bib anctbnnee cies ok oni Liscisdiie 642. 09 
i oe ee ei ea 109. 75 
a ak aitneventdinlinen manttiti 1, 904. 26 
Se INE” COTW CG 55 i ciceies esckinecetsactioice iirc ee SE 36, 587. 30 
PTT oo alec a EE i oe 1, 193, 473. 14 
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Terminal building, for year ended June 30, 1958—Continued 








EXPENSE 
Maintenance and operation : oo i 
General <a ee ee ee ee = a ee ee ee ee eee = - 64 ’ o21. 93 
Jtilities : 
" Electricity_.._.--.---- wbicbliekh VIL Let eee abhi 97, 968. 01 
a es eer a ee 91, 714. 06 
i a ae ee ee 189, 682. 07 
BMIOGR Os 2228 SE Oh SUL, Stil Bch ean seen a? 9, 859. 75 
asaing and sanitation.._................. sais 144, 238. 09 
Genervisory and clerical... .<- isn sbneso—ce=~ 18, 469. 10 
iti eh a hadnt ntpaien diamante 4, 603. 79 
Total maintenance and operation_____..---__-----------_~_- 434, 174. 73 
Protection : Ty «li 
Police Gepartment.__..........<-—4. 2 chick hilchichashg- alee gtieetanaistity 36, 285. 04 
IT RI. OIE Coe cctcsccnes teresa ge cncghtn atemennsireneneneneniancdiieh-anensich nase eheneeeas 5, 692. 73 
Matel nroteetiomc a) an) iss dee 1 a la oe 61, 977. 7 
Administrative expenses..._.......... 2 ne ed em sowocnn 97, 067. 73 
Total maintenance and operation, protection and admin- 2 ’ 
BeereeiOtls! or. IO a I hl hn oa - — 
a 19, . 07 
NS 0 ORE hs oe in pa ei heppig eee teee taiihpihde bie heaeee 37, 521. 00 
Ia no a ee 750, 635. 30 
wen erent. di. UL, .ti igs -seioails deel ees 442, 837. 84 


Mr. Bennett. How much do they get from these counter people, 
what rental do the airlines pay for renting the space there; what about 
the rental for stores, the ticket counters and such? 

Mr. Quesapa. I don’t have that here. We will get it for you. 

(The information is as follows:) 


Renta Fees or AIRLINE TICKET COUNTERS AND RELATED TICKET OFFICES AT 
WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIRPORT TERMINAL BUILDINGS 


Grand total at $3/square foot/year=$26,040. 


Mr. Quesapa. The terminal building makes a net profit of $442,000 
as an example, but I might inject here, sir, if I may, that this net profit 
is after a depreciation item of $119,000, and after interest of $37,000. 

Mr. Bennett. How about net profit for the operation of the ter- 
0 toelt, as distinguished from any other fees, is there such a 

gure ¢ 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes, sir. The terminal building has a net profit of 
$449,000. 

Mr. Bennett. The terminal building itself? 

Mr. Qursapa. Has a net profit of $442,000. 

I might cite just as an example, that the Statler Hotel for a fee is 
permitted to put a telephone instrument on the wall. And they have 
three of these instruments around the terminal building. This prac- 
tice has been followed by many other hotels in Washington and each 
of them who does—and the Hertz company does it and other people— 
pay $50 a telephone for each telephone attached to a wall. 
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Mr. Jarman. $50 per what? 

Mr. Quesapa. Per month per instrument for the privilege of put. 
ting a telephone on the wall, aand I was talking to the manager of the 
Statler and he indicated that this reduces their cost of renting a room 
from $1.10, if I recall correctly, to $0.60. 

They pay an average of $1.10 to rent a room in commission. And 
this reduces it from $1.10 to $0.60. 

Bennett. You do not sell liquor at the National Airport ag 
they do in most airports. If they did the profit would be much larger 
than you have, if they did? 

Mr. Quesapa. In those airports in most States that are allowed to 
sell mixed drinks this income is very, very sizable. This does not 
apply to the Washington National Airport because we are not allowed 
to sell mixed drinks there. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you have any figures on any other airports! 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes, sir. Miami had an income, according to this 
report, of $2,335,000. 

Mr. Bennett. Is that an income from the terminal buildings? 

Mr. Quesapa. I think that includes everything, Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennerr. Do you have a breakdown of that ? 

Mr. Quxsapa. No, sir. It is not easy for us to get this information, 

Cleveland, Ohio, at the Hopkins Airport, had an income of $1,456, 
000; expenses of $1,408,000, made a net profit of $46,000. 

Midway Airport had a revenue of $1,966,000 and expenses of $1,- 
629,000, which represents a net income of $337,000. 

San Francisco had an income of $3,084,000 with expenses of $2, 
879,000, for a net income of $274,000. 

New Orleans had a net income for the terminal building and area, 
this is, of $373,796, with a total expense of $293,556, for a net profit 
of $8,240, That is in 1957. 

Mr. Bennett. That is the terminal? 

Mr. Quesapa. This is the terminal building, so it says here. 

Louisville, Ky., had a net income from the terminal building of 
$61,000. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you have anything to say with respect to regu- 
lating the charges made either for landing strip fees or rentals or 
what not? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes, the law says that they have to be reasonable and 
nondiscriminatory as a means of becoming eligible. 

Mr. Bennett. So if the terminal facility wanted to charge fora 
ticket counter, charge $150 a month and you thought that was un- 
reasonable you could cut it. 

Mr. QuesapA. We could intercede. 

Mr. Bennett. I had that question raised at one of the airport 
terminals, a year or so ago, and I had the impression that neither 
your Agency nor the CAB had any authority whatsoever, except in 
a sort of fatherly intercession. 

Mr. Quesapa. We will certainly be glad to look into it. 

Mr. Youneer. Will you yield for one question on that? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Mr. Younger. You could withhold funds from them, couldn’t you! 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes, we could in the future. 

Mr. Youncer. If the airport needs funds, if their prices are u- 
reasonable they could not qualify ? 
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Mr. Bennerr. The terminal is built. | 

Mr. Youncer. Only on future applications. ; 

Mr. Quesapa. Without passing judgment and reading the law, it 
would seem to me that we would have the authority even after the 

t to intercede if our interpretation was that they were unrea- 
sonable and were being administered in a manner that was unduly 
iscriminatory. 
— mere Now normally, if a private person owned one of 
these terminal buildings he would put the rental as such so he could 
meet the cost. of his capital investment, would he not, in determining 
what rate per square foot you would have to pay. In determining 
rentals, I assume that the local terminal people may use the money 
that they would receive, in determining what they need and in what 
they get as the rental return, is that correct ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Well 

Mr. Bennett. If a terminal facility cost a $1 million with half a 
million dollars of Federal money and half a million dollars local 
money, in determining the rental to be charged for the space, do the 
local terminal people compute that cost on the $1 million or on the 
$500,000 ? 

Mr. Qursapa. As a rule, they do not and should not base the rental 
charges on the amortization of a Federal grant, because if they did, 
the result would be that the Federal grant would eventually go into 
their pocket as cash. And as a rule, they don’t do it and should not 
doit. But that rule does not apply in all cases. 

Mr. Bennett. You don’t have any way of determining that, if they 
did? 

Mr. Quesapa. No, sir; not that I know of. 

Mr. Bennett. Is there anything that you can think of that a termi- 
nal building contributes in the way of safety operation of the airport ? 

Mr. Quesapa. In my mind, the only contribution that a terminal 
building makes to public safety is when it provides a terminal tower 
essential to the management of air traffic, which is a contribution to 
safety; and when it provides facilities for necessary communications 
equipment and the Weather Bureau. 

Mr. Bennett. Fire equipment is not part of the terminal building? 

Mr. Quesapa. Normally, it would not be. 

Mr. Bennett. I think that is all. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Schenck. 

Mr. Scuencx. I understand that there are some places where the 
Post Office Department does have mailing facilities in connection with 
a terminal where they must redistribute mail for forwarding on air- 
lines basing there. In that case, the Post Office Department is per- 
fectly justified in paying a rental for that kind of postal facility in 
the terminal and it would not necessarily be a part of the Federal 
grant. 

Mr. Quesapa. Your statement is correct. 

Mr. Scuencx. That is all. 

The Carrman. Mr. Jarman. 

Mr. Jarman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

General, one thing in particular that troubles me in the adminis- 
tration’s position and the administration’s bill is, as I understand it, 
that it is predicated upon the position that the Federal Government 
will eventually withdraw Federal aid to airport programs. 
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Of course, if an airport is self-sustaining no aid, Federal, State, 
or local, may be needed to sustain the airport. 

Let us assume then that the airport is not self-sustaining. Are you 
in favor of our reaching the point in the future where the Federal 
Government does not play a part in the financial picture ? 

Mr. Qursapa. Mr. Jarman, if the airport is self-sustaining I agree 
with you it should carry the burden of the capital investment. 

To be very frank, I think that we have through error left the 
impression that orderly withdrawal carries with it termination, and 
I tried to correct this in the Senate and I would like to correct it here. 
I bear the burden for this false impression. It was a mistake on our 
part. I will admit this. But when we say orderly withdrawal, we 
do not mean termination. I cannot foresee, certainly i in my lifetime, 
that the Government would not have some role to play in this, | 
cannot forecast the next 4 year 
But I would like to make it clear when we say ‘orderly withdrawal, 
we do not mean termination, necessarily. 

Mr. JARMAN. You are speaking i in terms of the financial part that 
the Federal Government plays ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes. 

Mr. Jarman. I am glad to have you clarify that. 

Mr. Quesapa. However, we still feel that our position, our contri- 
bution, should continue to be in the area of public safety. 

Mr. Jarman. | agree that that is the area that should receive 
primary emphasis. 

With those airports that are not able to carry their own load 
financially, it does seem to me that for the long haul our Federal 
Government does owe a real responsibility to the country and to 
the individuals in terms of the overall program. 

In that connection, I have in mind, General, the fact that the 
Congress some months ago passed a tremendous national highway 
system bill that provides ‘for billions of dollars in expenditures, and 
much of it is set up on a 90 percent Federal and 10 percent State 
participation. 

Definitely the airports are an essential part of the national trans- 
portation system just as highways, waterways, and other modes of 
interstate transportation. ‘Our Federal Government has a real 
responsibility to aid financially in making certain that this national 
airport system is adequate to the needs of the country, peacetime and 
wartime. 

Mr. Quesapa. I am glad you pects that up, Mr. Jarman, because 
it gives me an opportunity to clarify this point which is often raised. 

I am aware of the Federal Government’s participation in a very 
extensive roadbuilding program to which they are contributing 90 
percent. However, it goes unnoticed very often that in the fiscal 
year of 1960 alone, we are asking for about $540 million, 100 per- 
cent of which is Federal money and this is for service comparable 
to a road net. We are providing a road network in the air to give 
to the public the type of safety that the Government is electing to give 
to the public when traveling on the surface. And we are bearing 

100 percent of this burden without any contribution from any com- 
munity. It will have to go on and increase and nobody else could 
possibly do it. 
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And when you realize the number of people who use our airway 
road net compared to the number of people who use our surface 
road net, I am not so sure that we are not contributing more in the 
airway road net than on the surface road net. __ 

Mr. Jarman. I should clarify my own position, General, in that 
[am certainly supporting the bill that we have before us and essen- 
tially the terms of the bill as it passed the other body. In making 
comparison or reference to the highway program I think it is worth 
emphasizing again that in the airport bill under consideration we 
are not asking for matching funds on the basis of a 90 percent Federal 
contribution and a 10 percent State contribution as im the highway 
bill, but, instead, we are asking for an amount equal to 114 percent 
oreven less than that of the $38 billion being spent under the high- 
way program. We are asking that this amount be made available 
for the airport program and that the matching formula remain on 
the basis of a 50-50 contribution. 

That clarification of your own thinking as to the long-range respon- 
sibility of the Federal Government, particularly as to airports that 
cannot carry their own load financially, but still are important to the 
national airport picture, helps my thinking on the general subject 
Thank you. 

Mr. Quesapa. Thank you. 

Mr. Jarman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrmMan. Mr. Younger. 

Mr. Youncer. In connection with your inability to get financial 
statements from the airports, would it not be well to have the airports 
file a financial statement at the time they make their application for 
the Federal grant? ; 

Mr. Qursapa. I think it would be, and I think it would be well to 
require it hereafter. 

Mr. Youncer. That is what I mean, should that not be a feature 
of thelaw? Shouldn’t we know something about the financial opera- 
tions at the airport ? 

Mr. Quesapa. I think it should be. 

Mr. Youncer. It could be done consistent with all of the other 
grants made by the Federal Government where the applicant has to 
filea full financial report. 

Mr. Quesapa. I think, to be frank about it, Mr. Younger, it would 
seem to me that the only way we could determine that the law is met 
is by requiring such a statement. Otherwise, we could not determine 
if the charges they were making against the users was reasonable. 

Mr. Youncer. I have heard that La Guardia paid off its bonds. 

Mr. Quesapa. I didn’t hear what you said. 

Mr. Youncer. I have heard that La Guardia Airport has retired 
theirindebtedness. Is that true? 

Mr. Quesapa. I do not know, Mr. Younger. TI know that the port 
authority is retiring their indebtedness. I do not think it has been 
retired, nor do I know that that portion of it that is represented by 
their investment at La Guardia has been retired. 

I could ask and find out and get the information for you and will. 

Mr. Youncer. I subscribe to your theory about not giving funds 
to the terminal facilities but I am wondering how you justify that 
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theory when you are willing to contribute to the landing strips when 
landing fees are charged. That isa rentable item. 

Mr. Quesapa. Our justification for this is on the basis that it eop. 
tributes to safety. I feel that, as an example, if a resident of Maine 
elects to engage in interstate air commerce and in so doing, ag ap 
example, lands in Tampa, Fla., that he is entitled to a measure of 
safety that this country should establish. And if the community of 
Tampa cannot provide it, I see no alternative but for the Federal 
Government to provide it. 

And I do not see how a contribution to the.terminal in Tampa 
contributes one ioda to it. But I do feel that the city of Tampa, if 
they cannot assure the resident of Maine or any other area, of a high 
standard of safety upon arrival, then it would seem to me that the 
Federal Government was the only area to which the community cap 
go providing they cannot meet it. 

Mr. Youncer. He does use the terminal. 

Mr. Quesapa. He does pay a landing fee and that is hidden in his 
ticket and is an item of cost that the airlines use when appearing 
before the CAB in rate cases. 7 

Mr. Youncer. I think you misunderstood my question. I thought 
you meant a man coming down from Maine in his own plane and 
landing at Tampa. If he comes down in his own plane, lands at 
Tampa, he pays a landing fee, does he not ? 

Mr. Quesapa. It is not normal, but it is done in some cases, Mr, 
Younger. In many cases it is not done. I was actually referring to 
the man who flies down on a common carrier. 

Mr. Youncer. The ordinary flier that is using his own plane, 
doesn’t he pay any fee at all for landing at the various airports! 

Mr. Quesapa. In some cases he does, and in some cases he does not. 
That is up to the community. In some cases he does. In many cases 
he does. 

Mr. Youncer. There is a rental charge in those cases where they 
do charge a fee, isn’t there ? : 

Mr. Quesapa. As a rental or user charge, yes, they do and it isa 
source of revenue to the community. 

Mr. Youneer. On these new jet planes where they practically 
double their capacity, do you know in the operation of those fields 
whether they have increased the landing fee accordingly ? 

Mr. Quersapa. The landing fee, as a rule, Mr. Younger, is ona 
weight formula. And by virtue of the fact that the 707 and DC-8 
are heavier than the DC-7 or DC-6 or the Connie, the rate is 
increased. 

Mr. Youncer. It is on a weight formula ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes. 

Mr. Youncer. Not on a passenger factor ? 

Mr. Quesapa. It is on a weight factor, as a rule. It is on the 
weight factor. 

Mr. Youncer. I understand that the Government normally does 
not pay any of the airports for facilities such as Public Health and 
Immigration, and so forth, for the rental of space. Do you know 
whether that is true or not ¢ 

Mr. Quesapa. L think that is generally true but that is not covered 
in the law, in the bill that is under discussion here. What you says 
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true, that as a rule they do not pay. But the fact they do not pay 
isnot provided for in this law. 

Mr. Youncer. I understand that. It is a question of whether or 
not the Government should pay for the space that it uses. I will 
have to find out from some of the other witnesses, whether they pay 
for that space, whether the airports furnish free rent to the Immigra- 
tion Department, where they have the port of entry. . 

Mr. Quesapa. I just do not know the answer to that, Mr. Younger. 
[wish I did. I could get it for you, if you would like. 

Mr. Youncer. We will get it from some of the other witnesses. 

Mr. Quesapa. I think we can get it. 

The CuarrMAN. Mr. Moss. 

Mr. Moss. I note that you arrive at the conclusion that all of the 
needs in these stations in the various studies are vastly overstated. 
Who has the responsibility for formulating the national airport 
policy to advise us as to the type of facilities, the location of facili- 
ties, generally, whether adequate for our national network of air- 
ways: 

Mr. Quesapa. We, the Federal Aviation Agency, are required to 
develop each year a national airport plan. 

Mr. Moss. Have we that plan, is that encompassed in this $1,290 
million ? 

Mr. QuesapA. That is the plan. 

Mr. Moss. It is of little use if it is so badly overstated. 

Mr. Quesapa. I agree. 

Mr. Moss. Isn’t there some better formula which could be em- 
ployed to give us sounder advice ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes; there is. 

Mr. Moss. You indicated, I believe, three general areas of disagree- 
ment with H.R. 1011. One, that it was too much money. Two, you 
want no terminal facilities of any type included in the portion which 
the Federal Government will assist in financing. 

Mr. Quesapa. Except as aids to transportation which are the tower 
and weather bureau. 

Mr. Moss. Do you call terminals—— 

Mr. Qumsapa. They may be in the terminal building. 

Mr. Moss. You feel that all other facilities should be provided by 
the local community under this theory which I think you mentioned 
briefly in your statement that we do not provide terminal facilities 
for any other type transportation. 

Mr. Quesapa. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. Aren’t we dealing with a unique field of transportation, 
one where the Federal Government has completely preempted con- 
trol in aviation ? 

Mr.Qursapa. No. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Moss. Well, do we have any State bodies which cun issue li- 
censes or charters for intrastate operation of airlines? 

Mr. Qursapa. Not on the safety side; no, sir. 

Mr, Moss. Can a State issue a charter to airlines to operate solely 
within the boundaries of States? 

Mr, Qursapa. Yes: they can. 

Mr. Moss. They can ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Moss. Can you tell me what State has? 

Mr. Quersapa. California does. Tennessee does. 

Mr. Moss. On passenger-carrying aircraft? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes. Southeast Airlines is within the boundaries of 
one State. 

Mr. Moss. That is something I did not know. I was not aware 
that we were issuing such because in my service in the California 
Legislature I recall no instance where we ever dealt with the problem 
of permitting any State agency to issue charters to an airline. That 
is what I want to find out. [Upon subsequent investigation, with 
the cooperation of the committee staff, I find that Mr. Quesada and 
his staff are in error in that California has not chartered any airline 
and does not now charter airlines. California only asserts the right 
to approve or disapprove intrastate airline rates. Southeast Airlines 
is not chartered by the State government but by the Federal Goverp- 
ment. | 

Mr. Quesapa. I think California Central is an example. 

Mr. Moss. Is it subject to Federal CAB approval ? 

Mr. Quesapa. That is not subject to CAB approval. I don’t think 
it is, anyway. 

Mr. Moss. Let us find out. What agency in my State issues those! 
I would like to find out. 

But to a very large degree, at least, it is the action of Federal 
agencies which determine whether or not 2 community is going to have 
air service and the level of that service. ; 

Mr. Quesapa. That is substantially true. 

Mr. Moss. I am thinking of my own home community where we 
feel and have for many years that we have a totally inadequate air 
service available to us. Yet we have gone ahead and constructed new 
terminal facilities, I believe, without any Federal assistance. But we 
could have better paying terminal facilities if our needs for additional 
service were recognized by the Federal Government. 

In instances where communities are faced with the fact, they have 
the potential, but because of the Federal policy they are not permitted 
service which would generate the revenues to assist in financing com- 
pletely adequate terminal facilities. Do you feel even there that this 
is entirely a local responsibility ? 

Mr. Quesapa. To build the terminal building? 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes; I do. 

Mr. Moss. You feel that this relates in no way to the public interest 
as to the type and caliber of terminal facilities which might be avail- 
able? I am not talking of the restaurant or cocktail bars. For in- 
stance, I would dislike flying into Chicago in the middle of winter and 
having to be housed in an unheated terminal while waiting. 

Mr. Quesapa. Therefore, you would not go to Chicago, and Chicago 
would lose the revenue; and, therefore, they would build a terminal 
building. 

Mr. Moss. Usually, when I go there I must—I have little alterna- 
tive—I have to go through and I have to make a connection, and I do 

like to have, at least, the normal services that assure that I will not be 
too uncomfortable. Frequently, I have been uncomfortable. I would 
like to keep it as much a minimum as possible. 
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Do you feel there is no proper Federal interest in the type of 
facilities ? ; 

Mr. Quesapa. I personally feel, sir, that the Government should 
take the same attitude in this case as it does with the buslines and the 
railroad stations, and shipping. 

Mr. Moss. Of course, that gets us into all sorts of discussion because 
there are contentions that there is very substantial aid given to those 
forms of transportation. 

Mr. Quesapa. And are to these, also—very substantial. 

Mr. Moss. I don’t question but what we are giving very substantial 
aid, but I say it is a degree of how substantial it is. That is an area of 
considerable controversy. 

Mr. Quesapa. You are right, sir. 

Mr. Moss. You are concluding on this 75-25 formula to change to 
50-50 which would permit a more rapid employment of the funds and 
move out of the earmarked areas of those communities which have no 
interest in utilizing the matching funds, is that correct ? 

Mr. Quesapa. That is correct, and would get the money used faster. 

Mr. Moss. I think you cited some 18 States where funds have not 
been used. 

Mr. Quesapa. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. Has there been any effort made by your Agency to deter- 
mine the extent of need and reasons for failure of the communities in 
those States utilize any of this matching money ? 

Mr. Quesapa. I would say the answer is “No,” Mr. Moss, as the 
question was raised. I would say that we do not go into that and ask 
them why they are not putting up their portion of the funds. I would 
say we do not. 

Mr. Moss. The interest of your Agency stops merely upon the show- 
ing that they have not requested allocation of the funds? 

Mr. Qursapa. Yes, sir; we respond to requests. 

Mr. Moss. And the State use of the facilities in those areas is 
unknown at the present time so far as any Federal agency is concerned. 

Mr.Quesapa. We know the status of their facilities, know definitely. 

Mr. Moss. Are they adequate? 

Mr. Quesapa. For safety purposes, yes, sir; otherwise, we would 
not permit them. 

Mr. Moss. Aren’t we concerned with more than just safety—aren’t 
we concerned with a national network of airways, a fully adequate air 
transportation system ? 

Mr. Qursapa. I would be inclined to say that the network of our air 
transportation system is adequate. I am sure as our economy expands 
there will be a requirement for an expanded network. And it is up to 
the Civil Aeronautics Board to administer the extension of our new 
route structure. 


Mr. Moss. It is up to you to be concerned with the safety and with 
the facilities ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Moss. And the need for planning purposes? 

Mr. Qursapa. We have the requirement of furthering and pro- 
moting aviation. 

Mr. Moss. Can you further and promote without determining the 
reason for local failure to provide facilities which might be required, 
if we are to have an adequate system ? 
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Mr. Quersapa. I would say the answer to your question, Mr. Mog 
fairly and boldly expressing it, is that the States might well regen, 
our interfering with the manner in which they develop their own com, 
munities. They would say it was their prerogative to determine 
whether they should spend their money in a specific locality and op 4 
specific locality. 

Mr. Moss. I would disagree there would be any resentment as to ay 
inquiry in an effort to determine why a community might not be abl 
to underwrite the cost of an airport. 

Mr. Quesapa. We provide them with a great deal of aid in areas 
other than grants. We supply them with a great deal of technica] 
assistance. We run experimental programs that would give then 
intelligent criteria as to how their airport should and might best hp 
designed. 

Mr. Moss. That is when they come to you. : 

Mr. Quesapa. Whether they come to us or not, we do this. 

Mr. Moss. What agency do you deal with then ? 

Mr. Quesapa. The State. 

Mr. Moss. The States ? 

Mr. Qursapa. And the cities. 

Mr. Moss. Which one is essentially concerned with the planning for 
airports in each of the communities? Do you have that? 

Mr. Qvesapa. Some do and some don’t. 

Mr. Moss. We will take the one that does not. How do you work 
with the airports there? 

Mr. Quesapa. We will deal with any local community that wants to 
deal with us. And we will make available to them and anyone els 
certain technical data and criteria that we have developed and spent 
considerable money on, to assist them in an intelligent airport design. 

Mr. Moss. That goes back to my original question. Is it when they 
contact you that you give them this assistance / 

Mr. Quesapa. In some cases, when they contact us. And we also 
contact them. 

Mr. Moss. You contact them where there is a central State agency 
dealing with this problem. 

Mr. Quesapa. In some cases, the central State agency ; in others we 
go right straight to the community. 

Mr. Moss. I asked you the question because I am concerned as to 
how we can take the steps necessary to insure the development of a 
fully adequate system of airports and I cannot imagine an adequate 
airport without a terminal, if we are not concerned with the reasons 
for failure of a community not availing itself of an opportunity to 
finance an improved facility. 

Mr. Younger. Will you yield? 

Mr. Moss. I will be happy to yield. 

Mr. Youncer. Does this not fall into the same category as the in- 
provement at LaGuardia airfield for additional lights for safety! 
CAB had the equipment under order but the port authority has 
written a letter stating that they do not want to increase the length of 
the runways and, therefore, you cannot install the safety devices until 
that runway is len¢thened. 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes; that is a single case. 
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Mr. YOUNGER. Where the local authorities refused to do the job. 
And you have no authority to make them do it. 

Mr. Moss. I would put this in a different category, because I will 
establish the question that there is the Federal responsibility in this 

ney for promoting—the inclination as I get it that you go out and 
not only try to respond to the request but you try to take whatever 

might be necessary to have plans, a fully adequate system of 
airports, not only from the standpoint of safety, but adequate to meet 
theneeds of a rapidly expanding aviation industry. 

Mr. Quesapa. And we do that. 

Mr. Moss. It was in an effort to determine that that I asked the 
questions. Apparently, if there is a State agency, it is an easy matter ; 
if there is not, then it is rather hit or miss, because there has been no 
analysis made or study made of the reasons for failure to utilize funds 
earmarked for some 18 States. 

Mr. Quesapa. The airport plan to which we have all referred in one 
way or another, is, in fact, a broad, I might. emphasize, very broad 
study of this character. 

Mr. Moss. But useless because it is passed unrealistically. - 

Mr. Quesapa. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. So, therefore, while it is an interesting study it is of no 
value to the committee. 

Mr. Quesapa. Very little value. 

Mr. Moss. Those are all of the questions I have. 

The CuarrMan. Mr, Glenn. 

Mr. Guenn. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Schenck. 

Mr. Scuencx. Just a little quickie here. 

As I understood your statement this morning you recommended an 
airport bill here of some $200 million and that is on a 50-50 matching 
basis. Then that means that the communities would have to raise 50 
percent. 

Mr. Quesapa. At least. 

Mr. ScHencK. $200 million to match these Federal funds. 

And, of course, these local communities, the taxpayers are paying 
the $200 million for the Federal contribution to the program, also. 

Mr. Qugsapa. That is right. 

Mr. Scuencx. Now if that doubles, and we have a Federal program 
of $400 million to match the local program of $400 million then the 
local taxpayers have to raise not only the local $400 million but also 
$400 million nationally ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Qursapa. That is correct. 

Mr. Scuencx. That is all. 

TheCuarmman. Mr. Kilgore. 

Mr. Kircorr. Have you been heretofore requested to furnish the 
committee with a breakdown of the allocation in the current fiscal 
ation by States of the 75 percent portion of the Federal 


Mr. Qursapa. We haven’t been asked to, but we could very easily. 
. Kireore. It is readily available to you without a great deal of 
7. i 
r.Qursapa. Oh, very. Yes, it is, 
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Mr. Kireore. Would you also then furnish the same information 
with respect to the 25 percent of the program which is within youy 
discretion ¢ 

Mr. Quesapa. Wecan do that as well, and we will. 

(The information requested appears in the table on p. 98.) 

Mr. Kireore. There is one phase of your statement that I would like 
to examine into—the rational a little bit. At the top of page 6 you say, 
with respect to describing the program you offer : 

It is carefully tailored to meet urgent peak demands foreseen in the earijer 
portion of the 4-year period and to taper off thereafter. 

Then you detail the schedule of the payments in each of the 4 years, 

My question relates to this, whether or not your descending scale 
of Federal aid beginning with the next fiscal year relates to your 
belief that the local communities can and should increase their 
participation or whether that relates to your feeling that there will be 
a lesser requirement for airport construction in succeding fiscal years, 
or whether a combination of both ? 

Mr. Qursapa. It isa combination of both, Mr. Kilgore. 

Mr. Kireore. Then with respect to the portion of it that indicates 
a lessening need for construction, beginning with the next fiscal year, 
and tapering off thereafter, would you outine what it is in your think. 
ing and in your belief about the future of aviation that leads you to 
believe that there will be a lessening? I assume the buildup for 
jets is one thing, but I am just interested in your comments about 
that requirement as it affects general aviation. 

Mr. Qursapa. Whereas we anticipate the growth in commerical 
transportation, air transportation, to follow the economic growth of 
the country and we anticipate that that will continue to expand, there 
remains the simple fact that the jet airplane is more efficient than the 
airplane with reciprocating engines. It is faster, and it is larger. 

And whereas the number of people who will travel by air will in- 
crease as our economy increases, the number of units will not. The 
increased efficiency of the jet airplane, giving consideration on one 
hand to its speed, and on the other hand to its increased capacity, will 
compensate for the increased economy, and keep the unit number 
just about level. So our studies have indicated. 

Mr. Kitcorre. While I would certainly agree that the latter would 
take place, what I don’t quite follow is how this same situation would 
relate itself to airports themselves. Even though the number of air- 
planes operating may not increase because each airplane will be carry- 
ing comparatively more people, won’t there still need to be as many 
or more airports and won't those airports have to have longer runways 
and more complex facilities to handle faster and heavier equipment! 

Mr. Qursapa. We are suggesting that $200 million Federal funds 
be set aside for that and that almost alone. 

Mr. Kixcore. But for the decreasing contribution in years begin- 
ning with fiscal 1960, 1961, and 1962, and 1963, is it your feeling that 
with fiscal 1960—actually, I suppose it would be fiscal 1959, since 
this would be the highest year in the program so far as Federal funds 
are concerned—that the peak of that demand for construction will 
have been met and will taper off. 

Mr. Quesapa. That is our opinion. 

Mr. Kixcorr. Thank you. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Nelsen. 

Mr. Netsen. No questions. 

The CuatrMAN. Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Just a question or two. I am just a little 
puzzled. I would like to understand, too, the program declining 
when it has been my impression that our aireraft industry was be- 
coming more and more important. It was my understanding from 
gome of the figures given that more and more people are traveling 
every year. For instance, out of the 3,000 airports, how many would 
you say are now equipped to take the jet aircraft ? 

" Mr. Quesapa. At the moment it is about 24 without restriction. 

Mr. Rocersof Florida. Out of 3,000 airports only 24 now are avail- 
able to take the jet aircraft ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Well, the answer to that question is “Yes.” But you 
must at the same time consider how many of these 3,000 airports 
require to be able to take jet transports. 

Mr. Rocers of Florida. I realize that many of the communities will 
maybe never need jet airports because of being close to a jet center. 

Mr. Witx1aMs. You are excluding the military airfields from that ? 

Mr. Quesapa. We are not including the military fields. 

Mr. Rocers of Floraida. How many airports do you anticipate out 
of the 3,000 that we should plan for jet aircraft ? 

Mr. Qursapa. In the next 3 years we feel that about 73 should be 
required to be equipped to take jet transports. 

Mr. Rocrrs of Florida. At the end of the 4-year period, how many 
do you estimate ? 

Mr. Quesapa. 78. 

Mr. Roeers of Florida. But at the end of 3 years you estimate how 
many ? 

Mr. Qursapa. At the end of 3 years, 73. 

Mr. Rocers of Florida. So you feel that we will be able to handle 
aircraft transportation with 78 jet airports in the United States 

Mr. Qursapa. After 4 years. 

Mr. Roerrs of Florida. That is what I understand. 

Mr. Quesapa. After 4 years. 

Mr. Rogers of Florida. In other words, you feel that would be 
sufficient to handle our entire jet air traffic, 78 airports to handle jets? 

Mr. Quesapa. It will be sufficient to handle the transportation gen- 
erated by jet air transport. 

Mr. Rocers of Florida. You feel it will reach the maximum in what 
year? 

Mr. Quesapa. The greatest requirement we estimate will be in 1960. 

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Then you feel the requirement will be 
descending ? 

Mr. Quesapa. That it will taper off. 

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Although you don’s expect to reach a maxi- 
mum with the airports, the number will be 78 in total. 

Mr. Quesapa. We are trying to anticipate. 

_ Mr. Rogers of Florida. What about the private aircraft 
increasing, that is their use? 

Mr. Qursapa. The private airplane we expect to increase tremen- 
dously over the next decade, considerably more than the carrier type. 
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Mr. Rocers of Florida. Will there be need for improvement of gir. 
ports other than the 78 because of this increase of that kind? 

Mr. Quesapa. Definitely. 

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Has that been included in your program} 

Mr. Quesapa. It has been definitely considered in the program, 

Mr. Rocers of Florida. How many airports would you say ar 
slated for improvement on the basis of that ? 

Mr. Quesapa. We anticipate that in the order of—that in 1960 we 
will give Federal aid to airports to the amount of about 400. I might 
say that of this 400, 200 will be airports that serve general aviation 
and general aviation alone. 

Mr. Rogers of Florida. I see. 

Mr. Quesapa. I might add, also, Mr. Rogers, that general aviation 
uses the other 200 as well. There are no airports from which they 
are denied. f 

Mr. Rogers of Florida. As I understood your statement, too, I be. 
lieve you said that you felt that you could use the money that is pres. 
ently being allocated under the 75 percent, that could be used if you 
were allowed to use your discretion right now, and how much is the 
yearly portion presently being allocated, the total amount this year, 
fiscal 1959—is your total amount 63 million ? 

Mr. Quesapa. 63 for this fiscal year. 

Mr. Rogers of Florida. I believe you said 12 was not used. 

Mr. Quresapa. Twelve would not be used. 

Mr. Rocers of Florida. That could be used at the present time if 
you were able to use your discretion. 

Mr. Quersapa. That isn’t quite right, Mr. Rogers, because next year 
the States would use some of it and the following year some of it, too, 

Mr. Rogers of Florida. Over the 2-year period ? 

Mr. Quesapa. That is right. We think it is fair to give them at 
least 2 years in which to generate their own funds to use the money 
that has been allocated to them. 

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Let me ask one more question and I am 
through. Is there any coordination, any consideration, between your 
Agency and the CAB, together jointly with the Air Force in consider- 
ing the saving of investment of Federal funds in »irports by con- 
sidering joint use with the Air Force—is there any one trying to co- 
ordinate that program or to work it out whereby there could be a sav- 
ing of funds by using them jointly? , 

r. Quesapa. We have the Airport Use Panel that does just that. 

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Has it been effective at all? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes; it has. 

Mr. Rogers of Florida. It has? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes; it has. 

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Are there any contemplated construction 
programs going on now which you have suggested for joint use with 
the Air Force? If you could furnish it, that might help. 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes;I will. 

Mr. Rocrrs of Florida. Thank you, gentlemen. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 
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os | Jast or CIVIL AtrPoRTS USED JOINTLY BY CIVIL AND BasEep MILITARY AIRCRAFT, 
ar. | AueustT 1957 
(prepared by the Office of Airports, CAA, from information supplied by the 
? Department of the Air Force, the Department of the Navy, the Department 
ram ¢ of the Army, and the Air National Guard Bureau) 
le ai i 
y are Civil airports used jointly by civil and based military aircraft (does not include 
civil airports taken and used exclusively by military or military contractor) 
0 we Legend : — 
1 ht USAF—Air Force. 
ue USN —Navy and/or Marines. 
ation ANG —Air National Guard. 
USA —Army and/or Army National Guard. 
ation State and airport City Activity 
they — Se Owe 
Alabama: . 
Bates Field Mobile USA. 
I be- Birmingham Birmingham USAF, USN, ANG, USA. 
Huntsville Huntsville USA. 
es Dannelly _- Montgomery ANG. 
Arizona: 
you Bisbee-Douglas International Douglas ec USA. 
is the Sky Harbor Phoenix ANG, USA, 
, Tueson Tucson ANG, USA. 
year, Arkansas: 
Fort Smith Fort Smith_ ANG. 
Adams Field Little Rock ANG 
California: 
Chico Chico USAF. 
Fresno Air Terminal Fresno USN, ANG. 
Hayward Hayward ANG. 
Long Beach ._| Long Beach USAF, USA. 
, Monterey Peninsula Monterey USN. 
me if Oakland International Oakland USN 
Ontario International Ontario .| ANG, 
t year San Fernando Valley Los Angeles (Van Nuys)--| ANG, USA. 
. Sacramento Sacramento USN. 
t. too Stockton Stockton ansiesctae Sees 
’ 2 Colorado: Peterson Field Colorado Springs USAF, USA. 
Connecticut: 
0 EE ee ee Bridgeport__..___- USA. 
em at Brainerd Field......-....----- I A ance cance USA. 
noney Bradley Field Dceee Windsor Locks_......._._- USN, ANG, USA. 
’ Delaware: New Castle County_-._-_- Wilmington................ USAF, ANG, USA. 
ja of Columbia: Washington National._.| Washington.._....._.___..| USAF. 
rida: 
T am OL «. ...ohtisl csseaccsccwcacald Jacksonville...............| ANG, USA. 
Miami International Lapdnacdebaccacweene BRM oscdcsciccccdcccas USAF, USA. 
t your Orlando _-._- aan Jabkaens I sodas cencsckucee USAF, USN. 
ie Pinellas County International. _-- .| St. Petersburg _-........-- USAF. 
v Con Tampa International__......._.._. si) SE tnktScacudaebaans USA. 
, a: 
; Fulton County____- cami OI dines seul. Ce 
to co- Muscogee County.....................- CC USA. 
@ Sav- ont foo icscnccocesencsces MODME Sc scscccccescsccca USA. 
| — Rs The ee wewcce | Savannah_.._..._._- ..| ANG, USA. 
0: 
EE eee ee ANG, USA, 
that. ! SU cited.) a ccacecscceaceust GHMMMMEECsiaisscaceocnaas USA. 
Idaho Falls at daiwa Idaho Falls a ....| USA. 
Nez Perce County...._.._____- ME cvensceedsns USA. 
Peeneeno............ siciitaen'docigatt EI ota a ase USA. 
a Weed... 3... $8605 22 ccf  cnancecsnsziuad | USA, 
is: 
Chicago-Midway__.............._._.- CUNGG. th acaccccacaccacia ANG. 
. Chicago-Hammond » iidibowauid ASO siscccccansnscscad USA, 
"uction oer ceo International _- do Gkaeoscteccascual Se eee 
. : wis-Lock port Pee ee USA. 
8 with TS? Se pematraNs s RS Se eas tue oul ANG. 
Quad City_.....___. Mit; daiinsaasasudadad Rock Island._............. USA. 
nascar s sa bpesg dovenanimeoucanwios Springfield. ..............- USN, ANG. 
ee cs ewe aa PUNE doses cessncesxs USA, 
Indiana: 
Benn Memorial : yan. : = F, USN, USA. 
ver Fielc | Fort Wayne ISN, ANG. 
wea ipieengetis vee. 
KR. . do tas SN. 
Hulman Field Terre Haute USN, ANG. 
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Civil airports used jointly by civil and based military aircraft (does not include Civ 
civil airports taken and used exclusively by military or military contractor) — i 
Continued | ( 
Ite st a - . r Pe - ) a —_— 
State and airport City Activity 
Iowa: | | | ms 
Atlantic__- Atlantic | USA. f CNV 
Boone Boone | USA. i New 
Denison. Denison | USA. , New 
Des Moines- - - Des Moines_-- | USN, ANG. | 
Fairfield Fairfield _-- : | USA. | 
Fort Dodge | Fort Dodge .- USA. | 
Ottumwa Ottumwa. .. | USN. New 
Sibley Sibley | USA. New 
Waterloo... Waterloo | USA. 7 
Sioux City Sioux City. USAF, USN, ANG. 
Kansas: 
Dodge City Dodge City- USA. 
Fort Scott Fort Scott | USA. 
Great Bend Great Bend- USN. 
Hiawatha. -. Hiawatha | USA. j 
Hutchinson Hutchinson | USA. 
Tola : Iola id USA. Nor 
Conard Field Ottawa | USA. 
Philip Billard - -- Topeka. -. USA. 
Kentucky: 
Blue Grass - - Lexington .-| USA. | 
Bowman Field -- Louisville. - - USN, USA 
Standiford Field_- do_. ANG. 
Louisiana: 
Lafayette __- Lafayette. USA 
New Orleans-- New Orleans_- ANG, USA 
Shreveport-Downtown. . --| Shreveport.. USN Nor 
Maine: 
I cin ot inn caneme campunnieeh Augusta......-- USA. 
NOD. icind dunlc ns dceccccesacnest Fort Fairfield .| USA. Ohi 
Port of Maine.---..---..-. Séecscces~s cen) SHOULD Foruend USA. 
Maryland: 
DN oe Se oct, cna cnanddieeden Baltimore --- .| USAF. 
Harbor Field--_--- ob bidet aibuiin weld ink wate Beenie Get. wink -| USN, ANG, USA, 
Tc. cchicnak dept dnesionsesunsand Hagerstown. USN. 
Massachusetts: 
NS Se aang oar inno anna abl Bedford __- --- USAF. 
Nt oie re gaduaiegbhbaeeregedeguakal Boston__.-.--- .-.| ANG. 
I Kontonn ieheliidn nen dihidih owt ok Westfield - g USN, ANG. 
Michigan: 
iss ok io bhaplinhetansmpeapastiiigis [LREDORE LL. cc eseecees-2ss--| ANG, 
Sd hat cindadanesdcnestouccoll Bases Oreek.....-.2.-...6 | USN, ANG. 
Detroit-Wayne Major-_-.......-..-..-.--- RIOTIIEL < - cing edicn cs cond} NO Okk: 
se citee alias athairnb wit dé Se Tie inte en aed | USAF 
PE AA Ret. LoS Rocewensseqenesesam Grand Ledge-.-............| USA. 
Pe I eS 8 en wamuicen | Grand Rapids...-........- USN. 
PENN: SING JER bc descncsenceseccet f SE so cn cnedneses eat a 
Sth NS. ocvigtink Spdlednwe snteineiben dau DEGICIIING sien seen cin aktid | USAF Ores 
EE oi0 rand Miilicdanceonibentihneee Marenall............ ----| USA. 
ORD £1532). dicedckadnicnadam | Traverse City.............] U.S. Coast Guard. 
Minnesota | 
RR oe o8 oa a ee nn otaeesusd EE Rs, och oth aeduanaeel | USN.! Pen! 
Duluth.._-__- 5 eniiieietiRih citin cnaimemtengaie em as ee 
Minneapolis-St. Paul International__-_-____- Minneapolis - - - | USAF, USN, { 
eh Se phe kia: I gt eg ae ANG, USA. ; 
Mississippi: 
Hawkins Field. -........_- aueeeese scteed | Jackson...................| USN, ANG, USA. 
ER ah sie ndngh titan ghenneee ea anitd Pt cnomacdndenntbes | ANG, 
Eo can nnnd ab alti tdn ks benuiides cane i it ccnuhignhenhecl eee 
Missouri: 
DOCUTIOPIAL . «<n cnitndedes-cuoos-c-s-s---)! Cape Girardeau... ole USN, USA | 
EE Ee, Sc ncinnncenee dédicoicuwes | Kansas City- enn USA. 
Southwest... ape aon ak wees ent St. Louis..-..-- USA. j 
Need ED cactcecese _...| USN, ANG, USA. | 
Ne cc hencemnace eat Cbs OMIRS . 3 in -sncann~atch ees j 
Maryville Memorial_...............-....-- Maryville._..-.-- .--| USA. Rho 
Sky Haven__-- Ee Fo on nccdawenudcl WOROre.... USA, Sou’ 
Mexico Memorial FE icon idkiannn cde eR caadecan slid aidehertia Can 
Montana: | 
ob cckinkadnsededygrdedéadesncces| Md 4<-2<+- ...-| USA. 
SES SEA p< ee USA, Sou 
piven. uo cacsasoemoncece USA. 
es ha Great Falls_. F ee ANG 
Helena. - -- okt titiioivwecesnsens140th hin s.+sos—4 -oal USA. “3 
Flathead County................-- aa i iia amtind USA. ; 
oe conamsinwewdl | Missoula. -.....-.- ae USA 
Nebraska: None-............-- pusbebicet adie 


1 Summer cruise station, 
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include Civil airports used jointly by civil and based military aircraft (does not include 
ctor) — civil airports taken and used exclusively by military or military contractor )— 

Continued 

State and airport City Activity 

— ' ———————————__ ff "tik. - —— _— - 

a. Seca iaialocl aaa tee ANG, USA. 

Nevo pehire: Mane hester-Grenier__ base Manchester _- hsdintsackistbine glade dha USA. 

sey 

Now Seemey County. nee BROMO. .sS0cs-2<..-<;-..| USN; UBA. 

! Newark. - ---- pcucn ee a biticiacdancateccet 

| Sonn nas nnen -sncns sueenaenl Linden. ~-e0---------.----| USA. 

i Monmouth Cc ounty cosccccunstecsaeeee |” eee -| USA, 

New Mexico: None ---------------------------|---+------------------ --| 
Jew York: | 
shane. i TI S520 cess 3 | USA. 
G. Zahns.- -| Amityville_.............-.| USA. 
Niagara Falls__-- Niagara Falls_..-.- | USAF, USN, ANG, USA. 
Duchess County - Poughkeepsie _--_-_-_- cd USA, 
Monroe County -| Rochester. ................| USA. 

i Schenectady - -- Schenectady. .......- .-| USN, ANG. 
Hancock. - _ - | Syreewee.-.2--...... | ANG. 
Westchester County -.- White Plains__._..--- |} ANG, USA, 

North Carolina: 
Douglas Charlotte... ........ ....-| USN, ANG. USA. 
Greensboro-High Point. Greensboro-. USN, USA. 
| AES Ce Kinston_.__. ..| USA, 

| Lenoir... Lenoir. ...--- USA. 
Franklin. Louisburg.._--....- | USA. 
Simmons-Nott | New Bern...._--_- USA. 

: Raleigh-Durham - - Raleigh... ........- | USA. 

| Rocky Mount Rocky Mount-...- USA, 
Washington_ | Washington_.__--_- USA, 

North Dakota: 
Bismarck --- | Bismarck. --.-.... | USA, 
Hector- - . - | Fargo. .... } USN 3, ANG, 
Ohio: 
Akron__.- ‘ MET veins ses cess | USN. 
Akron-Canton.. = [iaiakacccnkan | ANG. 
Cineinnati-Lunken. Cincinnati. ...............] USN, USA. 
Cuyahoga County -. OO) —— % USA: 
Port Columbus... Columbus...._ ---- | USN. 
Ohio State University : ee USA. 
Mansfield. __. _- Mansfield... -----_-- -| ANG. 
Springfield _ - - Springfield --- .- | ANG. 
Toledo-.- vy | eee ae | USA, 
Toledo Express_. SL SR a. | ANG. 
Youngstown... Youngstown. . ..| USAF, 
Zanesville. . Zanesville _ | USN. 
Oklahoma: | 
Davis Field _.__- Muscogee. _____- USAF. 
Westheimer. -__- Norman.. .| USN, USA. 
Will Rogers - Oklahoma City. USN, ANG. 
Tulsa | POO. <<... Do. 
Oregon: | | 
Klamath Falls Klamath Falls_-_- USAF. 
Portland International | Portland _.| USAF, ANG, USA. 
MeNary ... Salem. | USN. 
Pennsylvania: 
Wings Field Ambler --- |} USA. 

f Port Erie | Erie __- oS ge Do. 

i Harrisburg-State_. _- | Harrisburg = Do. 

New Castle | New Castle - Do. 
Taylor | New Kingstown Do. 
Philadelphia International | Philadelphia- -_- ANG, USA. 
Greater Pittsburgh Pittsburgh ivU SAF, ANG. 
Allegheny City do___. ..| USA. 

General Spaatz | Reading | ANG. 

; Mifflin County Reedsville - | USA. 

York. ___ Thomasville : Do. 

Washington Washington___- --| Do. 
Wyoming Valley. Wilkes-Barre Do. 

Rhode Island: Green__ | Providence... _..- ..| ANG, USA. 
South Carolina: 
Columbia. . Columbia. | USN. 
Florence. : Florence. -. ; USA. 
_ Memorial __ : Spartanburg_.____- Do. 
South Dakota: 
Halley. ____ | Rapid City. - Do. 
Foss Field __| Sioux Falls ANG. 


? Navy use 2 days per month. 
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Civil airports used jointly by civil and based military aireraft (does not 
civil.airports taken and used exclusively by military or military contra 
Continued 


include 
ctor)— 

















———— 
State and airport City } Activity 
' i 
Tennessee: | 
ee eats COOCIEY ok Sil ees ccncscocctece Se eee USA. 
ek ne eaunad .--| Chattanooga ee 
ST UNECE Abst 22d. ta renccenaanct 0 EE | USA. 
Putnam County.-.......-...---- PREGA: SEER USA. 
EE cond cdinda docs ueeseeeweis SOGMBORLT..| nceececsocccces) UGA. 
NT SIR ona che chid-dannonencecencoen| Ra ccedeeekceeoces | USAF, USN. 
ae mite | Martin........ sabusaceasee | USA, 
atl canta dn koasemeaiannwee a cic mckkananilieee USAF, ANG, USA. 
oe Foe Murfreesboro ___........-- | USA. 
in adn ah beibunsnhoteienkeukes MEIEEO.« <ccoceceesevess | ANG, USA, 
RUIN Nes oS de ello nance cuncncmesdilld Tullahoma..-_--...-..- .---| USAF, 
Texas: 
E] Paso International... ................. Nn nah USA, 
San Antonio International.................| Sam Antonio__-__..--- ----| USA. 
NE oh OEE Kin cannncecaneneeent CD iad ace eon | USA. 
Mineral Wells...-.....-.---- spicaeatandil | Mineral Wells....--..-----| USA. 
ncn cisennccecceumaned it ce banesanna pistons) tL 
Andrau Airpark-_--_-- SF eee) UU rE A 
Galveston Municipal._.................... ) AEP OSEON... ...-252----+-- NG. 
irda Il. Benadatiacameankh | ole contieswors seek ce 
Utah: 
RI issn sich Side donsnoscqrgs geen sh EET eoer~sceeseeesss USA. 
Logan-Cache County...................__. be eaeeeeo USA, 
NR ogni s oa connec lndeine appealed | 2 Ce RRS Bm 1) | 
i eee Nn wcccsacnecenee| Utithe 
ee SOAR INGO. Vi coc cnceccecccneecdl | Salt Lake City............| USN, ANG, USA, 
WIE | UI os ot ccna nceneceatnd SUSU. cee cccwcncecs USAF, ANG, USA, 
Virginia’ 
I hh eee. sa ateneecon } DROOL, .... cnenvedoceene | USA, 
Ral ses eh acc ecimin mataot EE ones cerarircimcerson’ | USA. 
eR ak oo See PR | USA. 
ak ee NN og USAF, ANG, USA, 
MONE AON, one cc cn cenmeueccue EERO | USN, USA. 
Washington: 
cn ID. cnwninneunnsiaes USA. 
Chehalis County-City.................._.. has tii cates ae ceil | USA, 
oe tnconkttitih a tc eusencnnanietak i a cdeislee USA. 
I ih cdnoccnoebbiphdwen peed eee eakn ae eet USAF, USN, ANG, 
tT SE i. ok Colt ncsnecenesdal PO Mh .inaconguanenion USA. 
West Virginia: 
Kanawha County- Charleston. --- ---| USN, ANG, USA, 
Tri-State __ | Huntington- | USA. 
Martinsburg Martinsburg -. | ANG. 
Morgantown - - Morgantown-. ; | USA, 
Wheeling-Ohio City- | Wheeling - _.--- USA. 
Wisconsin: | 
Kenosha_.--. | Kenosha. ------- USA. 
Truax Field | Madison ..--.-- USAF, ANG. 
General Mitchell _. | Milwaukee---- USAF, USN, ANG. 
Curtis Wright. | Medes USA. 
Phillips | Phillips_ USA. 
Stevens Point--- : Stevens Point- USA. 
Richard Bong. Superior - - -- USA, 
Wyoming: 
Casper Air Terminal - Casper... --- ANG. 
Cheyenne. -- , Cheyenne-.-- | ANG, USA. 
Douglas. -- ; -| Douglas...- | USA. 
Brees_- Laramie.__-- USA. 
Sheridan County-- | Sheridan_- : | USA. 


Mr. Brock. Just one question, General Quesada. You mentioned 
that we spent $65 million, is that right, for terminals? 

Mr. Qursapa. In the last 4 years. 

Mr. Brock. What is the total amount that we spent, I mean, Federal 
expenditures for all facets, runways and all, the terminal facilities! 

Mr. Qursapa. About $250 million was authorized. 

Mr. Brock. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bennett. I just have one question. 

What is meant by “general aviation” ? ae 

Mr. Quesapa. Well for purposes of convenience, we had divided 
aviation into three segments. One is clearly the military, and it is one 
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of the users of the airspace. One is the carrier. This group is the 

up that carries a passenger for hire under CAB certificate. General 
aviation is the private owner. It includes the corporate aircraft, it 
includes the pleasure aircraft, it includes the flying farmer, it includes 
that large group of private owners other than the other two. 

Mr. Bennett. It 1s the small airport, then, that is used by a few 

rivate owners, and not used by public carriers, generally speaking. 
Would that be fair ? 

Mr. Quesapa. That is correct. And we have spent on that group 
about 14 to 15 percent of the total money; and in terms of numbers of 
units, about half the numbers of units. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you have a definition that an airport of that kind 
should have at least 10 based aircraft ? 

Mr. Quesapa. As an administrative rule we require the use of 10 
aircraft as users before making a grant. 

Mr. Bennetr. Now, I could ask your office for the figures and the 
amount of money that was spent on facilities, terminal facilities, build- 
ings, and that type of thing. And on this kind of airport, 1946-58, 
the total was $1,887,000 spent on 154 of this type, 154 airports of this 

Is that a correct figure ? 
Tie Quesava. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennerr. Why should the Government be building any facili- 
ties on the type of ser port that would be used by so few people and not 
the public in general? Is that because the congressional act author- 
wed it? Iam not trying to put you on the spot, but 

Mr. Quesapa. Well, this is a part of the promotion that Mr. Moss 
was talking about. We have a desire, and are required, to promote 
aviation, and that is the only reason I can give. 

Mr. Bennett. Well, then, would it be necessary—I assume the 
money was spent for runways and other things, other similar things, 
onthose same airports; is that right ? 

Mr. Quesapa. I did not quite hear the question, Mr. Bennett, but I 
am told the answer is “Yes.” My ears were someplace else, but those 
who were listening say the answer is “Yes.” 

Mr. Bennett. I can see some justification as to Federal funds in 
airports, whether or not used by very many people, but for the Govern- 
ment to be building terminal facilities, and putting up buildings and 
parking lots on aviation fields that are only used by 10 or 15 people, 
that seems to me not to be justified under any type of conception. 

Mr. Quesapa. Mr. Bennett, let me share that view. I think it is 
secrete that the Government should put facilities, other than 
safety facilities, on an airport, especially for general aviation, or any- 
where alse. But particularly there I think it is so. 

The Coatrrman. Mr. Younger. 

Mr. Youncrr. Mr. Quesada, I have an analysis here of the various 
arport bills put out by the American Enterprise Association, Inc., 
and in that they give the figures from 1947 to 1958 of allocated grant 
agreements and the expended cash, which shows a difference of some 
$78,846,000, which has been obligated but not expended. Do you have 
those funds in hand now, or ate these figures approximately correct ? 

Mr. Quesapa. At the moment; Mr. Younger, our figures indicate 
that we have $75,400,000 unobligated funds, and I assure you that we 
have a great deal more than that of unspent funds. 
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Mr. Youncer. These figures up until the beginning of June 39, 
1958, present, 1959 fiscal year, show you had $60,775,000 available ney 
project funds—available. But I am referring to the difference bp. 
tween the obligated grant agreements that have been entered into and 
the funds that you have expended, which they show as $78 million jy 
addition to that. In other words, on June 30, 1958, you had some $138 
million in this fund. 

Mr. Quesapa. There is about a year and a half lag between pro. 
graming of money and obligating the money, which is accounted fo; 
by the fact that we will discuss with a community a program that they 
wish to further, and they will give us reason to believe that it is justi. 
fied to set a certain amount of money aside. It is essential to get it 
aside so that they can go out and by means available to them, either 
float a bond issue or make a commitment that requires voting within 
the community. And it is only then, and not until then, that we 
actually set this money aside to be spent. And there is about a year 
and a half lag between those two procedures as a rule. And it might 
well account for the sums which you referred to. ‘ 

Mr. Youncer. And those figures are approximately correct? 

Mr. Quesapa. They are very reasonable; yes. 

Mr. Youncer. Another interesting figure here that I think ought 
to go in the record, is that prior to 1944, the Federal Government 
spent 72.1 percent of all of the funds spent on the development of ciyi] 
airports, State funds were 1 percent; municipal funds, 18.8 percent; 
commercial and private funds, 8.1 percent, which I think is quite 
interesting. ‘That is prior to 1944. 

Mr. Qursapa. That is very enlightening to me. I did not know 
the comparison was so low. 

Mr. Youncer. There is another set of statistics here that are hard 
to justify, and that is the cost of the landing fees at the various 
airfields. And they run all the way from $2.50 to $17.71—this is 
for one type of plane, the DC-6, with weight of 93,200 pounds—and 
these are all fields that I am sure participated in Federal funds, 
The lowest one is Washington, which has a dion fee of $2.50, and 
it runs all the way up to the San Francisco airport which has a 
landing fee of $17.71, which is hard to justify on these airports where 
so much of it is Federal funds 

Mr. Quesapa. This is the responsibility of the community, and I 
would just say that the competitive element enters into it, and they 
charge as much as the traffic can bear. 

Mr. Youncer. You mean to say the traffic in-—— 

Mr. Quesapa. And, of course, the volume of use is a very important 
factor, too. 

Mr. Youncer. Yes; I imagine. 

Mr. Quesapa. It is very interesting. 

Mr. Youncer. It is quite a comparison, between the charges. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrman. Gentlemen, I am sorry we have kept you her, 
probably longer than you had intended, but I would like to ask 
your indulgence for a few, I hope, brief questions myself. 

Mr. QuesapA, Glad to, Mr. Harris. 

The Cuarrman. In the first place, I want to compliment you on the 
statement that you have made here today and for the viewpoint that 
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ou have represented and expressed. I want to compliment you for 
the part that you played and the cooperation which you gave to the 
committee and Congress, as well as the industry, in bringing about 
the strengthening of the aviation program with the passage of what 
became the Federal Aviation Act in the last Congress. I personally 
was very glad that the President recognized the background and 
experience, the qualities which you possess, and gave you the appoint- 
ment as the first Administrator of this Agency. 

Iam sorry that certain conditions exist today that bring about the 
difference in opinion, in what I think is a very vital part of the avia- 
tion program, but nevertheless that situation does exist. 

You referred to the dynamic growth in aviation as a result of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, which is a very proper reference. You 
also then proceeded in your statement in an effort, I suppose, for the 
record to prove your position here today, to have raised some serious 
questions about the Federal Airport Act. As a matter of fact, you 
say now that we must come to some more positive, effective, and rea- 
sonable program. But it occurs to me that we have had just about 
as positive and effective and reasonable a program in the development 
of our civil and commercial aviation as one would possibly expect. 

Then you further amplify that the time has come when certain 
outdated and cumbersome provisions of the law must be displaced; 
that it is time that we streamlined and modernized. 

Now, let’s see what you propose in this modernization program of 
yours for airport construction. In the first place, when the Federal 
Airport Act was adopted, the communities usually provided the land 
on which the airport was constructed, didn’t they ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes, they did. 

The CuarrMAN. In other words, the Federal Government did not 
usually participate in the purchase of the land itself, but the local 
communities provided, through bond issues and otherwise, the sites 
and the Federal Government had to either approve, and did, or dis- 
approve the action of the local community, as to whether or not that 
program would be carried out at that particular location. The Fed- 
eral Government could not pay more than 25 percent of the cost 
of land acquisition. 

That is true, isn’t it? 

Mr. Quesapa. There is one point—there are two points—that should 
be brought up, Mr. Harris, for clarity. 

We must clearly differentiate between the Civil Aeronautics Act 
of 1938 and the changes to which you referred which made it the Fed- 
eral Aviation Act of 1958. That is one act, and that is an act sepa- 
rate and apart from the Federal Airport Act. They are two dif- 
ferent acts. 

The Cuarrman. I know that very well. I referred to the Civil 
Aeronautics Act first, and then to your statement about the outdated 
and outmoded and archaic Federal Airport Act. 

Now I am going back and get a little history on the airport con- 
struction program. 

Now, to start with, the communities, as I have stated, provided, un- 
der the situation as I have described it, even the sites. 

Mr. Quesapa. That is not true in all cases, Mr. Harris. Because 
specifically, the Federal Government gave airports and airport sites 
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to the amount of one billion four to the various communities in the 
form of surplus properties. And many of those are now—— 

The Cuarrman. All right, you are talking about following the 
war now. Let’s go back to when we started the airport program jp 
which grants of $500 million were authorized for a construction pro- 

ram. 

7 Mr. Quersapa. In reference to the law you are right. 

The Cuarrman. Well that is what I am talking about, the law, be- 
cause that is what you say is outmoded and archaic. The law is what 
we are talking about. 

Now there came a time when a certain airport—and Mr. Kilgore 
probably will be interested in this because it involves his State—was 
in the process of being developed in Fort Worth, Tex., and they 
needed about $250,000 before that program could continue. And asa 
result an amendment was proposed by this committee and the Con. 
gress to provide Federal aid for the cost of the land acquisition as q 
contribution from the Federal Government for the purchase of that 
site, the same as runway development. Now are you familiar with 
that history ? 

Mr. Quesapa. What year was that, Mr. Harris? 

The CHarrman. I am not familiar with it enough to know what 
year it was. About 1950 or 1951. 

But anyway, as a result then the Congress passed a law providing 
that in the Federal airport program the Federal Government could 
participate in the acquisition of the property on the same basis as 
other project costs. 

You recall that, don’t you ? 

Mr. Quesapa. I would say that was an improvement in the law. 

The Cuarrman. Yes. Then following that it developed that if we 
were going to have the kind of a national aviation program to meet the 
needs of the public and our national defense, it was just as important 
to have terminal facilities and air traffic control towers and so forth 
as it was to have the land and the runways on which airplanes could 
land. And then the Congress said that the Federal Government 
should participate in 50 percent of the cost, up to 50 percent of the cost 
of terminal facilities. 

Now that is a correct statement of a bit of history in this program, 
isn’t it ? 

Mr. Quesapa. That is historically correct, yes, sir. 

The Cuarmman. Yes, that is what I am talking about. 

Now the reason for this action—I was here during this time, and 
that is the reason I know about it—was because the original construe- 
tion act established a policy as to what was necessary to meet the 
needs of the people and the national defense, and authorized the funds 
to do it with, a toal of $500 million, but the appropriation did not keep 
up with those requirements. Neither did the airport development pro- 
gram keep up with what was intended when this committee adopted 
that policy. 

Then along about 1951 it began to diminish, didn’t it? And we had 
very little funds appropriated at that time for this program. In 
1952 the appropriation went down, as I recall, to $22 million for the 
whole United States to participate in the program. Then in 1953, as! 
recall, in the first year of this administration, there was not anything 
included. 
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n the le of the country began to wake up and they began 
stand the Congress to do vuinethinis about it. And out of this 

the program of 1955, carrying out the policy which we have 
under the law today, which also included the acquisition of the pro 
erty, the runways and the coal fields themselves, the terminal facil- 
ities that go with it, and to provide the control tower. 

Now that is precisely the program and where we are today. Do 
you agree witht at? 

Mr. Quesapa. I agree that—— 

The CHarrMAN. Under the law. 

Mr. Quesapa. I agree that is what the law says, and that is what 
I think should be modernized. I think that the situation has now 

d. 
= I was leading right up to this modernization pro- 
of yours. ore ; ; 

Now No. 1, your modernization program is the difference between 
$900 million and $400 million; isn’t it? 

Mr. QuesapA. In money, yes, that is right. 

The CuHarrMaN. Yes. Now that is your No. 1 modernization pro- 
gram, as to the amount ? wn 

Mr. Quesapa. That is the main difference. 

The Cuarrman. Now the administration proposal then recognizes 
there is a need today which is quite an improvement over the situation 
of 1951-53. ; 

Iam going back to 1951-52 because I do not want to give the im- 

ression that this, so far as I am concerned, is a partisan matter. And 
T intended to say later, and I might as well say it now, that I regret 
the fact this whole thing has developed into more of a partisan position 
or fight than anything else. I had hoped we would not have that, 
so far as a program of this kind that is so important because, you know, 
we worked hard and diligently to keep the partisan feeling out of it 
inthe last 2 years—— 

Mr. Bennetr. Mr. Chairman, would you yield? 

Mr. Quesapa. And you have been very successfully at it. 

The Cuatrman. Yes, I will be glad to yield—because what I said 
istrue. 

Mr. Bennerr. I do not subscribe to what the chairman just said 
about the partisan nature of the issue here. The fact that a lot of peo- 
ple disagree in some respects with the program you have suggested, 
Mr. Chairman, does not mean, not by any means, that it has become 
partisan. At least I do not think you could say that 

The Cuarrman. I am not saying as far as this committee is con- 
cerned—and T hope it does not turn out that way. 

Mr. Bennett. I introduced a bill, Mr. Chairman, that the adminis- 
tration suggested. Now I did not introduce it because it necessarily 
meets 100 percent. with my approval, but I introduced it because I do 
think it has considerable merit. I would not have introduced it if I 
thought it was a completely partisan matter, as you have just indi- 
cated. I do not think that 

® CHarrman. I agree with what the gentleman said, and I told 
the gentleman at the time if he wanted me to I would introduce the 


bill with him to get it before the committee. I am stating what I 
think is an actual fact. 
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Mr. Bennerr. I think in fairness to what the witness has said, | 
do not think that anything he has said, or in the witness’ statement 
and he can certainly speak for himself better than I can speak for him 
and he will and has—but I do not think anything has been said her 
so far by Mr. Quesada that would indicate on his part that this should 
be, or is, a partisan matter in any way, shape or form. 

The Cuarrman. Well, the facts speak for themselves. 

Mr. Bennett. All right. 

The Cuarrman. The gentleman is entitled to his views just.as I am; 

Now, No. 1, this modernized program, those who are interested jp 
the program now, regardless of whether it is $200 million or $400 mil- 
lion, agree then that it is necessary to have some program to meet these 
needs in the future ? 

Mr, Quesapa. That is definitely true, Mr. Harris. 

The Cuarrman. Now, the second modernization program that you 
propose here is in the discretionary fund. You propose that your 
agency be given authority over a discretionary fund of the total of 50 
percent. In the present law, this old, outmoded archaic thing that is 
so bad, it has all along had 25 percent discretionary fund. Now, in 
your proposal for $200 million you ask discretionary authority of 50 
percent or $100 million, don’t you ? 

Mr. Quesapba. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. In the proposal that was introduced along the line 
of the bill that passed last year would continue discretionary authority 
of 25 percent, and of the total $400 million that would give you dis. 
eretionary authority of $100 million, would it not? 

Mr. Quesapa. It would have. 

The Cuarrman. And therefore the discretionary authority in both 
bills, insofar as your agency is concerned, are identical, as to amount! 

Mr. Quesapa. As to amount, yes, sir. 

The Cuarman, Yes. Therefore, in streamlining and modernizing 
of this law—insofar as discretionary authority is concerned, both bills 
are identical, aren’t they ? 

Mr. Quesapa. In amount, yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Yes. And that is what you wanted, wasn’t it! 

Mr. Quesapa. No, sir, I do not want funds to go into 

The Crarrman. You wanted $100 million in your discretionary 
fund ? 

Mr. Qursapa. That was not my objective, Mr. Harris. 

The Cuarmman. That is what you said. 

Mr. Quesapa. No, I answered your questions by saying the amounts 
were identical. 

The CHarrman. Well you asked for $200 million over the 4-year 
period of time ? 

Mr. Quesapa. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. And you asked 50 percent of that be discretionary! 

Mr. Quesapa. That is correct. 

The CuarrmMan. That gives you $100 million ? 

Mr. Quesapa. That is correct. 

The CHatmman. Then the bill that we introduced also has dis 
cretionary authority of $100 million, doesn’t it ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes, sir. 
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fhe Cuarrman. Then isn’t it true—I will ask you again—that 
insofar as discretionary authority of your agency in this program, 
aren't the amounts identical ¢ 

Mr. Quesapa. And I say the amounts are identical. x's 

The CuarrMan. Yes, all right. Now therefore, the streamlining 
modernized program is the difference of $100 million under your pro- 

cal and $300 million, which would be allocated under the formula! 
{think we better analyze the difference in here, show what precisely 
itis. Isn’t that true? 

Mr. Quesapa. I agree, yes, sir. 

The CuairMANn. Now, you do change the formula—you do not pro- 

that the formula be changed, from the old law, do you, as to the 
apportionment to the States? 

Mr. Quesapa. No, sir, we do not. 

The CHarRMAN. So that part of it is not archaic and outmoded ? 

Mr. Quesapa. No, sir, it is not. 

The CuatrMan. And it is sufficient to meet the modern needs 
andrequirementsé == 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes, sir, it is. 

The CuairmMan. Now, your third modernization proposal is that 
after 2 years, unobligated funds go into the discretionary fund in- 
stead of it being allocated again under the regular formula. Your 
proposal is that the entire amount go into the discretionary fund ? 

Mr. Qugesapa. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. Is that right? 

Mr. Quesapa. That is correct, Mr. Harris. 

The CHarrMan. Well, that 1 am inclined to agree with. I think 
thereissomething to that contention. 

Now, your fourth program to modernize this law has to do with 
whether or not funds will continue to be allocated for terminal facil- 
ities ? 

Mr. Qursapa. No, sir; there is another point there. That is a point. 


The Cuarrman. I know, but this is the fourth one. We will get to 
theothers later. 


Mr.Quesapa. All right. 
The CuarrMan. You say that it should not go into terminal facil- 
ities ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes, sir; I do. 

The Cuarrman. And that is one of your modernized proposals? 

Mr. Qursapa. That is correct, yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. To provide for the aviation needs of the country. 
Now, what would happen—to be on the ridiculous side—if we did not 
have some place for the people to go to check their baggage, and to get 
their tickets, and have an orderly way of going out to get on a plane? 


Do you think you would have anything like a safe program for the 
American public without it ? 


Mr.Qursapa. You asked what would happen ? 

TheCuamrman. Yes. 

Mr. Quesapa. What I think would happen if any community failed 
to provide the facilities to which you refer, the public would respond 
in anger and insist that the communities do so. And if they do not, 
they will go to other places. And when they go to other places, the 
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communities will come back and provide it as a means of preserving 
their place in commerce. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, conditions have changed now jp 
that regard so far as the local people are concerned; and their ability 
to do it from what it was 10 years ago? 

Mr. Quesapa. They have changed in that they are self-sustaining 
now; yes, sir, by and a 

The Cuamrman. Well, of course, there is plenty of room for differ. 
ence of opinion on that. 

The other point in your modernized program here in your bil] js 
the way youtreat Alaska. Is that true? 

Mr. Quesapa. That is true; yes, sir. 

The CHarrman. Now, you would treat Alaska, as you say, ag 
State. Of course Alaska has just become a new State. This jj 
would treat Alaska as a Territory for obvious reasons, and that js 
there is not enough development in Alaska yet to where the local people 
could meet the same requirements as you would expect in the State 
that have been developed over the period of years. I can recogniz 
that there is room for difference of opinion. But that somewhat fol. 
lows the statement the President has just included in his budget, the 
recommendation for $1014 million for the development of airports in 
Alaska ? 

Mr. Quesapa. No, sir; that is not quite true. 

The Cuamrman. What was the $1014 million for? 

Mr. Quesapa. For any purpose they saw fit to use it, including air. 

rts. 

P'The CuarrMANn. For what other purpose would it be? 

Mr. Quesapa. A transitional grant, anything they wish to use it 
for, for highways and other purposes. 

Mr. Youncer. Will the Chairman yield ? 

The Cuarrman. Sure I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. Youncer. I will say it pays for the cost of the State. They 
never have had a tax base to support a State. They have to have 
Federal funds. 

The Cuarman. I would like to agree with the gentleman on that, 
because I probably voted as he did on the issue. 

But we are talking about what they are faced with now. And] 
think that it is important that we show in your presentation here just 
what you referred to as such a modernized program, and just what 


ee 


iT 


the differences are, what you claim to be the old archaic outmoded | 


law. It seems to me you have got right back to the same proposi- 
tion we had in 1948, we had in 1952, we had in 1954, and that is 


whether or not we are going to provide adequate facilities at thes | 


airports to serve the people. 
nd because of what happened in 1951 and 1952 and 1953, is the 
reason we provided the 4-year program which will expire this year. 
Now we come to the point where we have all kinds of new devices 
that are necessary, and that you have referred to. New airplanes ar 
coming into service. It seems to me the difference is that you would 
like to have authority to take the funds you feel are necessary and 
put the money where you think the preferences should be giver, 
which is the same issue we had when the original act was provided, 
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and that is they guarantee that all sections of the country would be 
treated alike, and that no one particular section would have the 
authority to use for its development and growth beyond what would 
he provided for any other section of the country for its development 
growth. And I think that is very, very important in this issue 
here, when you make this much money available in the development 
of al s for the service that is going to be provided by the new 
‘ots, which incidentally the Government has put a lot in 
ir Quesapa. Very much. 

The CHAIRMAN. You remember what we have done for the air- 
craft industry of this country. 

Mr. Quesapa. That is right. 

The CHatrMAN. No one has said anything about that. How much 
more important it is to have a place that is safe for people to go to 
when they are preparing to get on these planes and ride, then it is 
tosee whether or not they were ever provided in the first place. Now 
that seems to me the whole issue that we have here. And I again 
repeat that it is a different of opinion, obviously, as to whether or not 
it should be the policy of this Government to continue to help de- 
ylop these facilities, including terminal facilities, or not. To me 
that is the one big issue. 

The other big issue which I think Congress is going to be interested 
in is whether or not any Government agency is going to be permitted 
at their own discretion to utilize funds, to say where they possibly 
will want to put it. 

Mr. Quesapa. Could I answer that question specifically, Mr. 
Harris? 

The CHatrMAN. I certainly will be glad to have your comment. 

Mr. Quesapa. There is no possibility for me—you referred to me— 
to exercise the discretion of where the money would be put. In the 
first place, it cannot be put any place until the community asks for it 
and puts up the matching funds. So that is the first dictating prin- 
ciple. I cannot put money any place where a community does not 

for it and put up the matching funds. 

The Cuatrman. Now under the present administration what we 
it say the $12 million unobligated, is that what I under- 
stood 





Mr. Quesapa. That cannot be allocated, Mr. Harris. 

The Cuatrman. That cannot be allocated. 

Mr. Quesapa. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. How much of the present fund is unallocated? Let 
me ask you if you could submit this for us: Submit to us a table 
breakdown of the funds allocated and the funds unallocated for the 
last4 years, including 1959? 

Mr, Quesapa. Right; we can do that. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


DEFINITIONS 
Authorization: Funds made available by act of Congress for aid to 


rts, 
Programed: Funds which the FAA has tentatively agreed to make available 
to a given airport project until such time as the local authorities raise the 
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matching funds, and until such time as a more formal agreement can be con. 
summated. (Programed: Synonyms—earmarked, allocated, tentatively allo. 
cated.) 

Obligated: Funds the Federal Government is committed to spend on aj 
airport project as a result of formal contract between the Federal Government 
and the local authorities. The contract is formally called a grant agreement, 

Expenditures: Cash drawn from the U.S. Treasury to pay for completed airport 
work in which the Federal Government had agreed to participate. 


Summary of available funds, amount programed, and amount obligated, fiscat 
years 1956-59 
[Millions of dollars] 


























| | 
1959 
1956 1957 1958 1959 | Ona 
Dee. 31, 
| 1958 
7 | 
Available funds: | | 
Public Law 211 authorization.........- 42. 5 | 63.0 63.0 63.0 fii.cca 5 
Cash appropriation, Public Law 121---!| ict oR dies Biel Le dbecidsintaiten een 
Unobligated carryover funds from "" 
previous fiscal years. ............-.-.. 3.2 47.9 65.7 8.8 as 
Total available.................--- 65.7 | 110.9 128. 7 | 120.8 |... 
DP OGEE DOGTOINIG 4 . 6 canceoqsainphisenndnoas 57.7 | 92.7 106, 2 105. 2 | et 
Unprogramed balance--........-.-.-- 8.0 | 18,2 | 22.5| (E) 15.6) — "1b 
Se necieitnniadakeng atenhen 7,8 45.2 70.3} (E) 63.0 | 0.4 
Unobligated program_._.............-.-.-- 39.9 7.5 35.9 | (E) 42.2 75.6 
Total unobligated carryover funds....-..---. 47.9 | 65.7 58.4 | (E) 57.8 ale 








1 On June 30, 1958, all unobligated funds authorized prior to Public Law 211, expired for obligation purposes 
and were returned tothe Treasury. This total was $587,387 and as a result the carryover to 1959 was reduced 
$0.6 million. 


Federal-aid airport program under Public Law 211 as of Jan. 1, 1959 
[Millions of dollars] 











Total State Discretion- 
Federal apportion- ary 
funds ment 
—— i amnesia 
Daestna tee 993 122658 cies. he ee pak $231.5 $168. 4 | $63.1 
oo senna deal olen lena eae etal | 216. 5 156. 8 | 50.7 
IE Abii ci tk nnnncurianduinivenamnse Cea abetockeatae 140. 1 119.2 20.9 
I accnmtdicnnududeprnpdiuniednesadbienainladansiel 69.3 |...- 


| 


LAND ACQUISITION 
There is listed below the land acquisition program for fiscal years 1956 through 


1959 under Public Law 211. 
Land programed 











Total Federal share 

Fiscal year: 
TT nn ee en ee a can aaa acres See ...-.--| $17,105,849 $8, 552, 925 
Sieben aoe. cdantel Rainn tee bed hasten eet dedhie’ 34, 078, 371 17, 039, 186 
oe REN ON. 8 Ahn Mk an allt Feed 13, 859, 177 6, 929, 589 


1 SS. tkiib bc lenewidicsnct Cee. Bie 26 153 EN oaks 12, ees 6, 478, 810 


ease — —— 


Mr. Quesapa. However, I can answer the question: $75,600,000 is 
unobligated. 

The Cuarrman. Over what period of time? 

Mr. Quesapa. Unobligated. As of now. 
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The CoamrMan. It is a to me and important to have that 
information because this bill that I introduced similar to the one that 
was passed last year through Congress, has a provision in it for $37 
million additional for this fiscal year. 

Now, are you in a position to state whether or not, even should such 
additional authority be made available, it could possibly be obligated 
during the rest of this year? 

Mr. Quesapa. I think it is almost physically impossible, Mr. Har- 

is, for that money to be obligated. 

he CuamrMan. In other words, you do not have demand from the 
communities to even take 7 what is now your authority, and you do 
not anticipate that you will get in in time to ask for it by June 30% 

Mr. Quesapa. No, sir; not firm commitments. I do not think we 
could possibly do it. 

The Cuarrman. Of course after July 1 you could obligate what 
might be carried over ? 

Mr. Quesapa. That is correct. 

The CuarrMan. Is it all carried over ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Under your provision it would all be carried over 
and 25 percent would be discretionary and 75 percent would be non- 
discretionary and it would be subject to reapportionment. 

The Cuarrman. Under the present law, though, is any unobligsted 
fund, say 2 and 3 years ago, still available that can be obligated ? 

Mr. Quesapa. The answer is definitely “yes,” Mr. Harris. And it 
would be impossible to tell whether some of that is 4 years hence or 
not—I mean, 3 —_ hence. You just cannot possibly tell because it 
js reapportioned after 2 years. You cannot tell which dollars were 
in 1957 or 1956. 

The CuHarrman. If that is true, why do you need special authority 
to obligate for 1960 now which you request in your report here? 
That is a discretionary 1960 fund ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Because in this area, where discretionary funds can 
be obligated, there is a demand for it. And some of it might come 
up at any time now. ; 

The CHarrman. Do you have any unobligated funds in your dis- 

| eretionary fund now? 

\é | Mr. QursapA. $3 million of discretionary fund unprogramed. 


FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS, 1959 101 














i 

? 
| 

Z| 
| 

a} 

} } 

°| 


Mr. Bennerr. Mr. Quesada, it is not clear to me, and it may not be 
to others, as to the difference between “allocated” money and “ob- 
ligated.” Now, when you get a stated amount for your fiscal year, 
let’s say it is 100 million, to make it easy, percentagewise, under the 

| present law $75 million of that is allocated to the 48-49 under a 

| specific formula. Now, when you do that, and let’s say Michigan 

| ts $2 million, do you say then that you regard that as “obligated” 
ds? 

Mr. Quesapa. No, sir, it is not. 


$ 9 


OBLIGATIONS 
EXPENDITURES |s_ 


= Bennett. All right. Well, then it is “allocated” to each State 
en? 
Mr. Qvesapa. Allocated to the State. 
Mr. Bennerr. When does it become “obligated” ? 
Mr. Quesapa. It becomes “obligated” when they come to us with a 
ific program and a grant agreement is signed, and then we in ef- 


ect have obligated the money. And it is available for those specific 
projects. 
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Mr. Bennett. It is hard for me to rationalize the money that ig yp. 
obligated in relation to the overall allocation to each of the States, 

Mr. Quersapa. This might be helpful, by giving examples. “Ppp. 
gramed” means a community comes to the FAA with an airport devel. 
opment program. It is gone over by FAA engineers and FAA tells 
the city what is eligible for Federal aid and how much the Goverp. 
ment will put up toward the construction costs of the airport. Qp 
the basis of these discussions the Federal Government. tentatiye] 
agrees to earmark so many dollars until the city gets the matching 
funds and enters into a formal grant agreement. 

Now, “obligated”: When the city knows that the Federal Govern. 
ment has agreed to earmark money for its airport, it must produce 
matching funds and enter into a formal contract with the FAA. Ags 
soon as the grant agreement is signed, the Federal Government js 
committed and the money is formally obligated. 

Mr. Bennett. That is in the discretionary arrangement ¢ 

Mr. Quesapa. All—any of it. Either discretionary or nondisere- 
tionary, these steps are essential. 

Mr. Bennett. And even though a State has been allocated $1 mi- 
lion, you do not regard that $1 million as obligated until the State 
comes up with its program, with its specific project ? 

Mr. Quesapa. That is correct, until we have a signed agreement, 
and they have their matching money. Then the money is obligated, 

Mr. Bennett. Then if it is not obligated within the 2-year period, 
that is when it comes back for reallocation ? 

Mr. Quesapa. It goes back and is reapportioned again. 

The Cuarrman. General, thank you very much for your appear- 
ance here. 

Mr. Younger. 

Mr. Youncer. I just want to put this in the record, because I think 
you were going to put it in a while ago, when you spoke of the years 
1950, 1951, 1952, and 1953, and then you were distracted and you did 
not put the figures in. I think it ought to go into the record, that 
from 1950 to 1954 there was available for the net project funds $81 
million, and since 1954 there has been appropriated and available 
the sum of $209 million. I think those figures ought to be in. 

The CuHarrman. In view of the gentleman’s statement, I would 
like to read that the net project fund available in 1951 was $21,200,000; 
in 1952, $15,850,000 ; 1953, $9,710,000; 1954, nothing. 

Mr. Youncer. That is right. I was including 1950, which had 
$36,500,000. I was including 1950 in there also. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

(At the request of Chairman Harris, the following material was 
later submitted for the reco@a :) 





FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 
Washington, D.C., February 18, 1959. 
Hon. OrEN HArRIs, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Representa- 
tives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Harris: The completed 1959 national airport plan you requested in 
your letter of February 11 is now at the printers and will be available in a few 
weeks. However, in order to be responsive to your request, I am enclosing 4 
series of sheets called “Summary of Required Airport Development” which list 
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the estimated costs of all public airport developments projected over the next 


ears. 

= arriving at these figures, the Civil Aeronautics Administration covered 
3321 airports in the United States and its Territories. The CAA conducted what 
ean best be termed a speculative anticipation of the most utopian 1963 require- 
ments of these 3,321 airports, with no basis for knowing the intent or the ability 
to perform on the part of local communities. In many instances, these require- 
ments were not discussed with the airport operators themselves. 

The anticipated requirements included land, grading, draining, terminal sites, 
puildings, control towers, lighting, paving, runways, taxiways, parking lots, 
ceating approaches, access roads, utilities, and sewers. This 4-year projected 
total of unanalyzed and unconfirmed needs came to a grand total of $1,290 
million. I must repeat that this projection does not represent a willingness, 
ability, intent, or commitment on the part of the local communities to proceed 
accordingly. 

This global figure needs to be examined very closely to determine its true 
significance. For one thing, in the 1958 national airport plan, we listed 3,061 
airports—and of these 3,061 airports only 591 asked for Federal aid. The rest 
either could not produce matching funds, or were able to do work without 
Federal aid, or were uninterested. 

On the basis of our actual experience, we can expect that, out of 3,321 air- 
ports surveyed for the 1959 national airport plan, only about 600 will apply for 
Federal aid. 

I feel that it is most important for the Congress to understand clearly what 
the figures in the 1959 national airport plan really represent. 

Sincerely yours, 


BE. R. Quesapa, Administrator. 
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FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 
Washington, D.C., February 18, 1959. 
Hon. OREN HARRIS, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Repre. 
sentatives, Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Mr. Harris: Your letter of February 11 raised some very pertinent ques. 
tions as to the scope of future national airport plans and what their real objec. 
tives should be. 

As I very often do, I would like to refer to the Curtis report. The relevant 
portion is to be found under the heading of “Aviation Facilities Planning” gee. 
tion IV, at page 35. I feel that portion of the report most closely defines what | 
consider to be the Federal role with respect to our national airport system. 

In addition to providing financial assistance to local communities for airport 
development, I feel the Federal Government can give them much needed help in 
the form of technical advice and assistance. This should include advice regard- 
ing anticipated future requirements for airport capacity, types, and performance 
of future aircraft, as well as recommended standards for airport construction 
and design. In this capacity, the Federal Government can fulfill the important 
function of serving as a focal point for national coordination of airport planning. 

In the 1959 airport plan now being prepared, an attempt was made to estimate 
the cost of the construction required if all the utopian needs of 3,000 of the Na- 
tion’s airports were to be met over the next 4 years. This figure has been widely 
misunderstood and hailed as a realistic program which each community would 
pursue over the next 4 years, if only matching Federal funds were available. 
Experience shows us that we will be fortunate indeed if half the work is initiated 
and completed by the communities, even with substantial Federal aid. 

As long as the communities, the Federal Aviation Agency, the airport operators, 
and the Congress understand what the overall cost figures in the national air- 
port plan really mean, I see no reason why such figures should not be included in 
subsequent plans. Moreover, in subsequent airport plans, I would expect greater 
emphasis to be placed on those items outlined in the Curtis report, such as fore- 
casts of passenger volumes, operating characteristics of aircraft, and recom- 
mended runway designs. I am enclosing a copy of the Curtis report for your easy 
reference. 

I am taking steps to assure that all future national airport plans are more 
precise and responsive to what I think to be the desires of the Congress. 

I feel that, if we are able to develop with greater precision and accuracy future 
national airport plans, they can then serve a more useful purpose and should be 
continued. 

Sincerely yours, 
BE. R. Quesapa, Administrator. 


The Cuatrman. Mayor Poulson. I believe you have some pictures. 


STATEMENT OF HON. NORRIS POULSON, MAYOR OF LOS ANGELES; 
ACCOMPANIED BY DON BELDING, PRESIDENT, LOS ANGELES 
BOARD OF AIRPORT COMMISSIONERS; HARRY C. DOW, VICE 
PRESIDENT, AIRPORT COMMISSION; FRANCIS T. FOX, ASSISTANT 
GENERAL MANAGER, WOODRUFF DE SILVA, DIRECTOR OF LOS 
ANGELES INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT; T. D. DANNENBRINK, CON- 
TROLLER AND CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER FOR DEPARTMENT 
OF AIRPORTS; PEGGY G. HEREFORD, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC RELA: 
TIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF AIRPORTS 


Mayor Poutson. I would like to state for the record that Mr. Beld- 
ing is the president of the Los Angeles Board of Airport Commission- 
ers, and he will make this city’s technical presentation. Mr. Belding 
heads a five-man body, appointed by me as mayor of the city. They are 
charged with setting the policy of the city’s department of airports. 
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This department operates two airports—Los Angeles International 
at the southwest corner of the city, adjacent to the Pacific Ocean, and 
Van Nuys Airport in the center of the San Fernando Valley. 

Mr. Belding is a member of the legislative committee of the Airport 
Operators Council; civilian aide to the Secretary of the Army for 
Southern California; director of Defense Orientation Conference As- 
sociation ; member of Council of Trustees Association of U.S. Army; 
member of the Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority. 

Prior to his retirement 2 years ago he was chairman of the executive 
committee of Foote, Cone & Belding, one of the world’s largest ad- 
yertising agencies. 

He has had much experience in the aircraft and transportation busi- 
ness. For many years he personally supervised the advertising of 
Lockheed and Hughes Aircraft, and through his company had per- 
sonal knowledge of the passenger and freight problems of Southern 
Pacific Railroad, New York Central Railroad, and British Overseas 
Airways Corp. 

Are you ready, Mr. Belding? 

Mr. Betprnc. Mr. Chairman, I am Don Belding. With me is Harry 
0. Dow, vice president of the Airport Commission. He is a director of 
the Aero Club of Southern California and our commission’s delegate 
tothe Airport Operators Council. 

The department of airports administrative staff is represented by: 
Francis ‘T. Fox, assistant general manager, and former secretary- 
treasurer of the American Association of Airport Executives. He is 
a former airport consultant and was deputy director of aviation, city 
of Philadelphia. 

Woodruff De Silva, director of the Los Angeles International Air- 
port, is the Los Angeles delegate to the Airport Operators Council, 
and past president of American Association of Airport Executives. 

T. D. Dannenbrink, controller and chief financial officer for the 
department of airports, and a former member of Airport Operators 
Council Finance Committee. 

Mrs. Peggy C. Hereford, director of public relations for department 
of airports, is a member of Aviation Writers Association, region 9 
Executive Committee, and coauthor of “The Flying Years”. 

Our presentation is in two parts. 

We have a detailed statement complete with tables and data and also 
an oral and visual 18-minute presentation which covers the detailed 
statement in highlight form. 

I would now like, Chairman Harris, to submit our detailed state- 
ment for the record. 

The CuarrMan. It will be received for the record. 

(The statement follows :) 


In your consideration of the extent of Federal participation in the airport 
development of this country, it occurred to us that you might like to examine a 
ease history of an airport which is vitally affected and which was set back con- 
siderably by the President’s veto of last session’s airport bill, S. 3502. 

In Los Angeles there are three departments which operate independently, 
except that they must secure mayor and council approval for contracts running 
more than 5 years and for the submission of bond requests to voters. These are 
the harbor department, the department of water and power, and the airport 
department. 

The airport department is headed by a 5-man board of airport commissioners, 
appointed by the mayor and confirmed by the council. These men serve without 








112 FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS, 1959 


salary. They meet weekly to decide policy matters, OK contracts, approve 
expenditures, and do the normal things which a board of directors and executive 
committee is called on to do in a business. Four members of our commission 
have served continuously for 6 years. 


A CASE HISTORY 


Herewith is a typical case history of the Nation’s third busiest airport, Logs 
Angeles International Airport, as it seeks to complete a master plan designe 
to the requirements of a national and international airport system in the area 
of sonic, supersonic, and ultrasonic aircraft. 

Los Angeles International Airport is the global and national air center for gj 
of southern California, from Bakersfield to San Diego. The area covers 14 
counties, 76,162 square miles, with a booming population of 8,667,915. It is the 
fastest-growing region in the United States, and the population forecast for 1970 
is 13,332,900, almost two-thirds of the 21 million projected population for the 
State of California. (See appendix.) 

This airport is the hub of the Nation’s largest concentration of defense indus. 
tries. Located on the shores of the Pacific, the airport’s plane routes also fur. 
nish basic commercial lifelines into Midwest, southern, and eastern markets, ag 
well as into international centers. 

Airframe, missile, and electronics manufacturers, with supporting allied indus- 
tries, vital research institutions, and major military testing areas, are dependent 
on the Los Angeles International Airport for transportation of personnel, mail, 
and freight. (See appendix.) 

Summing up, jet- and space-age developments for national defense are here, 
The greatest users of commercial air transportation from Los Angeles Inter- 
national Airport are national defense firms. 

These are the fundamentals upon which an airport adequate to serve this area 
and this Nation was planned. The studies of requirements were painstaking 
and time consuming. They started in 1953 as the beginning of jet transport 
development brought new concepts to airport planning. 

Of course, all fiscal planning for this comprehensive project was based upon 
the existence and continuation of the Federal aid program. 

That the people of the city of Los Angeles felt the need and responsibility of 
an adequate jet age International Airport is an established fact. They went to 
the polls in June of 1956, voted 8 to 1 for a $59,700,000 general obligation bond 
issue. Here were the funds to prepare International Airport for the global jet age 
($47. million plus) and Van Nuys Airport as a base for private and executive 
aircraft ($11 million plus) along with heliports for outlying areas ($500,000 plus), 

A charter amendment voted at the bond election makes it mandatory that 
airport revenues above operating expenses be applied to bond redemption and 
interest; in other words, every cent of capital expenditure at the airport until 
1970 must be taken from the 1956 bond issue and not from airport revenue. 

Even such stringent financial ground rules were acceptable. For the contin- 
gencies bound to occur, there was the knowledge that over and above municipal 
funds the Federal Government would carry its share in developing a key airport 
into an adequate one for the jet age. 

For example, one contingency involved airline planning. As of July 1956, 
airlines presented their estimates of space requirements. Within 2 years as 
work progressed from preliminaries to finalization of plans, the airline estimate 
has exceeded the original space requests by 40 percent. This, of course, is due 
to the tremendous growth of passenger flow and the service facilities needed to 
handle jet transports. 

Then came the presidential veto of the Federal Aid to Airports Act in Septem- 
ber 1958. Los Angeles was at the halfway mark in finalized planning with 
$22 million of construction and land acquisition either underway or ready for 
bid and $32 million being readied for bid in the summer of 1959. (Exhibits 1 
and 6.) 

Los Angeles, along with many other vital airports, was forced to defer and 
curtail its building program. Bight million dollars of construction was shelved 
including the facilities for international air carriers which house the Federal 
Government’s customs and immigration services. (Exhibit 2.) 

In December 1958 the District Office of the Federal Aviation Agency presented 
recommendations for additions to the master plan. Essential to the ultimate 
development, the additional cost—an estimated $814 to $9 million. (Exhibit 3.) 
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A situation has developed in which the city of Los Angeles is ready, willing, 
and able to develop a jet age airport linking a vital region to the national and 
international system of airports and airways. Yet the Federal Government’s 
share in this vast capital outlay is now a question mark. 

Los Angeles is not asking for a contribution to meet expenses or to construct 
a marble palace. It is asking for participation by the Federal Government in 
the staggering costs of constructing an airport designed to Federal standards 


and built to handle the Nation’s expanding economy which includes a $2% 
pillion jet transport fleet. 


ARITH METIC 


Let the record show two simple financial summaries : 
1, Under the development program, the following expenditures will 
be made before June 30, 1959: 
Land for clear zone to new runway (30 acres of residential 
Pane Gt Cost. Of GI20.000. per. SC8C) «cn neice cceem sce sence ne $3, 609, 857 
Construction (new runway, taxiway, lengthened and rebuilt 
peeweaye, Gie preperation€, G60:) ... .2 5. nto n keene 18, 706, 099 





NS cess ER Oe cet cca nmeiimmbn malin 22, 315, 956 
SE Ni hii hn rei iin beeen meme tena eiceeel aaa ae 3, 500, 000 
Nore.—Federal aid amounts to 15.7 percent as compared with 
allowable participation rate of 54.04 percent. 
9 Arithmetic for the ultimate and complete development, including 
reinstatement of projects deferred because of veto and recom- 
mended additions to master plan by F.A.A:, is as follows: 


Work to do at Los Angeles International Airport_____--_--_ 76, 970, 880 
Funds available: 
Bond and other airport funds________-_-- $54, 648, 604 
PUNE CD rss oss iveticichenrasesinaiivsabbaticeccaliee 3, 500, 000 
58, 148, 604 
ela tte <nonistege tahini kn ban sosahitp ms tis nbs eta ettidn pane hs bales Sa ws eb abd ll 18, 822, 276 


Byen if all of this $18 million was made available plus the $314 million of 
Federal aid already granted, it would result in Federal participation of only 
283 percent of the ultimate project—exactly one-half of the allowable Federal 
share. 


WHAT WE ARE BUILDING 


Entirely new concepts in airport design are incorporated in the planning for 
servicing of thousands of daily passengers and aircraft of 150-passenger capacity. 

The new passenger terminal area, covering 265 acres which is five times the 
size of the present terminal, is west of the existing facility. A new east-west 
runway and taxiway is 1 mile north of the present east-west runway system 
thus permitting simultaneous landings and takeoffs. All of the improvements 
are being built on the airport’s existing 3,000 acres. Additional land purchases 
are to meet Federal clear zone requirements. 

Decentralization and functionalism mark the terminal area designed to accom- 
modate 23 million passengers in 1970. It is a rectangular layout with airline 
terminal buildings, operating as independent units, located on the perimeter. 
Center of the rectangle which is one story below airfield level will contain road- 
ways and parking area for 5,000 cars. 

Bach airline terminal unit will consist of a ticketing building serving as a 
check-in point for passengers and baggage, plus a satellite’ building located at 
the aircraft loading area which functions as the public lobby and plane loading 
building. An underground passenger and baggage channel, less than one city 
block in length, connects each ticketing and satellite building. 

A 172-foot control tower, combined with airport administrative offices in lower 
wings, dominates the entrance to the U-shaped terminal area. 

Five ticketing-satellite building combinations are to be constructed now. AS 
previously mentioned, the sixth combination for international carriers has been 
postponed. There is area for a seventh combination as traffic demands increase 
and financing becomes available. (See appendix.) 





1 Again, for the record, let it be known that our buildings were termed satellites long 
before Russia startled the world with sputnik in October 1957. 
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Ten plane-loading positions are around each satellite building with every 
position suitable for jet transports. 

Actually each ticketing-satellite terminal is capable of handling severa] mil- 
lion passengers, equivalent to the passenger traffic through such airports as 
Boston, New Orleans, or Seattle-Tacoma. 

By separating ticketing and baggage operations in the ticketing buildings 
from public lobby space and passenger services in the satellite buildings, cop. 
gestion so prevalent in present airport terminals is avoided. Passengers remain 
on one level from parking lot through to satellite buildings where an escalato, 
carries them to the lobby level of the satellite. They receive maximum protee. 
tion from aircraft blast and weather via the underground passenger channels, 

Airfield improvements for jet operations include relocation of two public high- 
ways; lengthening and rebuilding of the major portion of the instrument runway 
to 10,000 and ultimately 12,000 feet; complete rebuilding of the second existing 
parallel runway and lengthening to 10,115 feet; shoulder stabilization of eight 
existing taxiways—25 feet on each side or 40,000 lineal feet of shoulder to insure 
debris-free areas for jet out-board engines. 


WHY THE SIZE 


Since 1950 passenger traffic has increased from 1,569,442 to 4,851,123, over 
three times. Early in 1956, as part of our planning, a traffic forecast was pre. 
pared by Aviation Services Co., economic and financial consultant to the Depart. 
ment of Airports. 

Three sets of estimates were prepared for 1956 through 1970. They were con. 
servative, supportable, and not improbable. Actual totals to date show that 
1956 and 1957 exceeded the not-improbable estimate of 3,858,820 for 1956 and 
4,393,884 for 1957. Even with a year of recession and two airline strikes affect. 
ing Los Angeles International, 1958 exceeded the supportable estimate of 
4,780,336 (exhibits 4 and 5). 

Thus, by actual trend 1970 traffic at Los Angeles International Airport will 
be between 18 and 23 million passengers. 

These figures show how critical is the effect of the deletions caused by the 
veto of the FAAP last year. They also give every indication that it will be neces. 
sary to build our “spare” satellite combination long before 1970. 


TIME IS RUNNING OUT 


To complete our “case history” we cannot too strongly emphasize the urgency 
of immediate action. Time is running out, not only for Federal participation in 
the Los Angeles program, but for Federal sharing in the vital development of 
many other key airports. 

We firmly believe that airports are an integral part of our national and inter. 
national transportation complex. No airport is purely local in its function. Bach 
plays an important part in our national economy and national defense. There- 
fore, Federal participation in the development of these airports is required and 
completely justifiable. 

In addition to $7% million of construction which goes to bid March 1959, 
Los Angeles will go to bid on approximately $32 million worth of construction 
after July 1, 1959 (exhibit 6). If no Federal funds become available for this 
construction and we are forced to drain the last of our bond issue funds, the 
future growth and development of our airport will be hamstrung for the next 
decade. 

For this reason it is of extreme importance that an ample discretionary fund 
be included in any Federal airport legislation. 

And further, this money should be available immediately upon enactment of 
the Airport Act. 

Another very important problem exists. In large airport projects the partici- 
pation by the Federal Government is often far below the percentage authorized. 
Experience indicates that many times Federal funds become available at the 
end of the fiscal year or in the following year which could be used to reimburse 
sponsors for allowable costs up to the limits of Federal participation authorized 
by Congress. If such funds were used to reimburse the sponsors, it would allow 
continuing participation by many communities in the national airport plat 
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and would result in developments adequate to meet the pressing needs of present 
and future civil and joint civil-military aeronautics. 

We have worked out a suggested amendment to the Federal Airport Act which 
would accomplish the desired results. This amendment appears to be workable 
by the Federal Aviation Agency, which must administer the program, and should 
pe acceptable to the airport industry. The suggested amendment is attached 

hibit 7). 
(Thank you for the privilege of appearing before this committee. 


ExuisitT 1.—Master plan items and cost 


WORK IN PROGRESS OR TO BE IN CONSTRUCTION BY JUNE 30, 1959 


1, Acquisition of east clear zone for runways 24L and 24R________ $3, 609, 857 
9, Architectural and engineering and construction inspection, super- 

I I ii a 2, 881, 122 
8, Runway 24L, taxiways, and site preparation___.___._____________ 1, 889, 900 
4, Control tower and administration building-_._._.__.__..___--______ 1, 314, 400 
5, Central area grading, retaining walls, drainage underground utili- 

nneey SINC UNIINT CRI cities acne dnwtinenemia 5, 723, 805 
6. Runway extension, airfield lighting, taxiway shoulder paving, 

NS SOR IIIIUN 3.5. .< ais cchemadeahendiaedbecedenigelbnsenaaeccaedeaiaeeeiiade tanita hile nisilicale 1, 509, 868 
7, Additions to present terminal and customs-immigration buildings_ 148, 519 
8, Extend runway 25R to 10,000 feet and runup apron addition____ 153, 484 
9, Relocate sewer pumping plant and sewerlines___________________ 264, 200 
* Eineoln Boulevard bypass road._...............-............ 676, 000 
11, Underground part of powerline and fencing____.________________ 75, 742 
= Reconstruct part of runway 2611... 2 Le 1, 114, 144 
ne: SRMOWORY: GOUNGOTE. oo ah ee 295, 973 
ene runway Zou, to 10.000 feet... ..nnncmccenccnnawenaiie 323, 148 
16, Reconstruct part of runway 25R_...._-_._.._.______________ 1, 113, 563 


16. Relocate Coast Boulevard and extend maintenance road 


Total work in progress 22, 315, 956 


CONSTRUCTION REMAINING TO BE DONE 


17. Work to be contracted between July and December 1959 (see ex- 


rT OUI MUON hk eh celine etbcsuindanbetbanedaniosion 31, 869, 162 
18, Construct international satellite group___._._._._.___.____-________ 5, 273, 646 
I I 5 caicceecias go ibn epi bance recoil et 789, 800 
I ROCIO OUT his cect edhe cnn netihbiceinicanaiedtesasekal 250, 000 
_aeeruct spare satellite group........-............._........ 4, 191, 257 
ITI ‘UPON nn aieiclt accep ashen enaioeappren is 270, 000 
2. Construct runway 24R and taxiways__....____________________ 1, 870, 000 
24. Aprons at east end of runways 25L and 25R_____________-_ 178, 988 
ewaeen and extend runway 16/34.....................=....... 122, 062 
Beeend runway 251) to 12,000 feet. i ok 592, 700 
27. Extend runways 24L and 24R to 11,000 feet__._...._._._.__.____ 1, 570, 850 
28. Acquire land for clear zone, west of runways 24L and 24R_____ 6, 000, 000 
Ey (OWN ote na cnet eaen eee 1, 676, 459 

SO INN. PU 76, 970, 880 
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Exurnit 2.—Items deferred,* deleted from construction budget 


Items tobe reinstated when funds are available: 





1. International satellite-ticketing group_._.-.-----.-.________ $5, 273, 646 
BR, BO RIOR iin ine eh ath ie dette disci qa ctinindweediie cnn mats 789, 800 
Se RIOR ORT Gettin le cietethitdetcd: oetiiatiletnccastibhaeis—~Genel 250, 000 

Total toi he reinetateden ici sis pe sic senescent euinsciwe 6, 313, 446 





Items eliminated : 
4. Pedestrian bridges connecting ticketing buildings with center 





CR ah a hn Hh A i 95, 356 
5. 2d floor space, ticketing buildings..............__._.....__._ 1, 579, 600 
Totel-elimMateds Jovscul ole en 1, 674, 956 








Reinstated : 
6. Architectural and engineering services for plans for interna- 
Clomid grOUp ana si SE se A ea ek 186, 129 








Total Gefereda Nemes s iid. Soe lle L 8, 174, 531 
1 Because of Presidential veto of Federal-aid to airports. 


Exurisit 3.—Federal Aviation Agency recommended additions 























1. Concrete aprons at east end of runways 25L and 25R___--__-____ $178, 988 
2. Widen and extend runway 16/34 and concrete apron____________ 122, 062 
3. Extend runway 25L from 10,000 to 12,000 feet and concrete apron__ 592, 700 
4. Extend runways 24L and 24R from 8,925 to 11,000 feet with 
RT i cchnniphi behind mmmcnsisocinin so tt eaten dele tetra ehsed te dotaattias oth dS 1, 570, 850 
5. Acquire clear zone at west end of runways 24L 24R___---______- 6, 000, 000 
Ns = a Re NUON i xis near cs hia  ela 8, 464, 600 
)xHipit 4.—Passenger traffic at Los Angeles International Airport 

July 1 through June 30— | Number Percent 

increase 
SEE rei cca ccaceoduoaneeatakeaccentetsyes Sadie anid | 14,951, 123 | 13.2 
NN otis coats cota cada cklascabeuetteues Lostuiseecey, ey 181 
Seer canned Ba ohh 3, 627, 886 | 18.3 
Tis so nikeeew amour on bigwehk akibpiaiiens +stie: waa wo hilt sp-etisdesh«!, «ty iia, As 17.7 
1-4... .-.-- oie ee ; 2, 606, 051 10.5 
1952-53_...._- gbeedacem sae cse Griese ¥e ere . | 2, 358, 009 | 18.9 
ab aia aS ncn asianiih agen ncaeel igh aaa nde 1, 982, 614 26.3 
1950-51. ...--... ‘ sinks ce hater aN dienes igh ih ccaeiediansoe 1, 569, 442 30.4 


| | 


1 In the 8 years 1950-51—1957-58 passenger traffic increased over 309 percent. 


Exuusit 5.—Los Angeles International Airport passenger trafic forecast 


| 
Calendar year | Conserva- | Support- Notim- | Actual 

tive able | probable | 
2 ee siaiiateariaieiiod sas has Reaka 1 astcesideripsdhaniies scntscassaseiig alee aa 
eed oa a. aR iS ac ialiats a / 3,800,668 | 3,800,668 | 3,858,820 | 3,944,967 
itis Leinaitta nine PEGE se RE ee 4, 669, 063 
Repos su ree eet SL RE 4,730,582 | 4,780,336 | 5,003,138 | 1 4,866,881 
RE ho. a kinncancemnebuuiliammaiousmameiicam 5, 759, 936 | 6,012,626 | 6,486,800 |.....---.... 
Peis cae i ter a as ical oan hae eile cin ita laa acardcalial 9, 034, 696 | 10,667,270 | 12, 416, 548 |_- 
?8:.....-... ie sa Se en _..-.| 12,952, 742 | 18,925, 602 | 23, 766, 824 


1 Estimated. 


a aon ot at’ ae @& eo ae be eo om’ oo be oe" of ot let lee hm Cee eh eck ee ee ee be 


~ & oC ae 
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Exursit 6.—Construction to be contracted between July and December 1959 


ne, G00  SUUWAY;. 5.30 accwsisin desl wai uel $135, 555 
meeome, TOAGS, Gnd. WOlkS... 12s siin nil Seen seid secs 4, 299, 646 
eIDOl STOR Usles.. on. acini cus st elect dees, 780, 500 
InN, ‘OURIIY TING i i Sins ss leiden nies cin oleae 327, 305 
meee | CANIN ssn ss cic eae ls ashen ns Salhnen lara 5, 800, 320 
BPEROOUC® DUIGING  wiicsin i siiceen eee eueddel Joe el 138, 791, 468 
I a atinstone-oncrerrnscne evnn.ceinen antiemetic ataniiccmelaaenaiiiie 564, 680 
eee. Gerntcren Demme. ite Ne a ee A eee 2, 047, 710 
9. Maintenance and utilities building_._...________________________ 383, 565 
SE SD ct teescstiantrinsertshsaesd sinss sam tieabiaitinhisrietthaplisionpiine stilt 1, 586, 340 
IR GCAO CACO A i Serial iE ca cena ie oe aiaamiacs 294, 420 
ncn dls cinco oh dip des namie cadens teeing cei a emlieamea ae ia te 551, 213 
sp Econ an eo gs Rag ee eto ae eee cee hee eee 433, 246 
14. Fencing, perimeter road, runway crossing signals__..._.________ 67, 326 
15. Airfreight area and sound barriers_.___....__._-___-__-__.-__- 405, 868 
Pe eMECMIRE TUPNICUTC QUE TACIT eee imine wibeproene eh teetaeees 400, 000 

I ees cacase evtrceocs ers esse raecmse onder oe memati ed ieee 31, 869, 162 


1Actually the 6th is a smaller satellite for United Air Lines to be used in conjunction 
with main UAL satellite. Again, an added space requirement due to airline’s traffic 
volume from Los Angeles gateway. 


ExHrsit 7, SUGGESTED AMENDMENT TO SECTION 12 OF THE FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT— 
Pusriic LAw 377 


(Amending language is italicized] 


Sec. 12. Upon approving a project the Administrator, on behalf of the United 
States, shall transmit to the sponsor or sponsors of the project an offer to pay 
the United States share of the allowable project costs of such project. Any 
such offer shall be made upon such terms, and subject to such conditions, as 
the Administrator may deem necessary to meet the requirements of this Act and 
the regulations prescribed thereunder. Each such offer shall state a definite 
amount as the maximum obligation of the United States payable from funds 
authorized by this Act, and shall stipulate the obligations to be assumed by the 
sponsor or sponsors of the project. If and when any such offer is accepted in 
writing by the sponsor or sponsors to which it is made, such offer and acceptance 
shall comprise a grant agreement constituting an obligation of the United 
States and of the sponsor or sponsors so accepting, and thereafter the amount 
stated in the accepted offer as the maximum obligation of the United States 
under such grant agreement shall not be increased by more than 10 per centum. 
However, in approved projects where the participation of the United States is 
less than the maximum percentage authorized in section 10 herein, the Adminis- 
trator may amend the grant agreement and assign funds which may later be- 
come available, to reimburse sponsors for allowable costs as defined herein 
within the limits of percentage participation by the United States as permitted 
by this Act. Unless and until such a grant agreement has been executed with 
respect to a project, the United States shall not pay, nor be obligated to pay, 
any portion of the project costs which have been or may be incurred in carrying 
out that project. 


APPENDIX 


Nore 1.—In addition to southern California, Los Angeles International serves 
as global gateway for neighboring States of the Southwest—New Mexico, Ari- 
zona, Utah, and Nevada. 

Within 2% hours’ flight time, Los Angeles is accessible to 18 million people 
and within 414 hours’ flight time to 24 million people. 

Within 2% hours’ driving time Los Angeles International is accessible to 8 
million people. 

For the calendar year of 1958 State Department figures on passports issued 
or renewed shows California second to New York in the number of passports. 

These figures also show that the city of Los Angeles accounted for 21,780 
passports, ranking third te New York and Chicago. The San Francisco-Oakland 
gateway numbered 15,432. The entire State totoled 87,905 passports. Thus 
almost 58 percent of the passport holders came from other parts of the State to 
the two gateway cities for overseas travel. 
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Nore 2.—Of the 18,000 industrial firms in the area, over 10,000 of them are 
directly or indirectly involved in our defense effort. As an example, there are 
187,000 people employed in aircraft, with a payroll of $23 million per week, 

Located on or within 1 mile of Los Angeles International are more than 259 
industries, large and small, of which a majority are allied to aircraft, electronies 
and missiles. : 

NOTE 38.—At Los Angeles 65 percent of the ticketing and satellite building is 
public area where most of the people are traveling interstate. 

Mr. Bevprne. After the visual presentation we are extremely 
anxious that you query us on any point that might need clarification 
in your minds. 

n your consideration of the extent of Federal participation in the 
airport development of this country, it occurred to us that you might 
like to examine a case history of an important airport which is vitally 
affected by your proposed bill and which was set back considerably 
by the President’s veto of last session’s airport bill. 

The Los Angeles International Airport Department operates inde- 
pendently of the Los Angeles city government except that it must 
secure mayor and council approval on long-term contracts and ap- 
proval of bond issues to voters. It is headed by a five-man board of 
airport commissioners, appointed by the mayor and confirmed by the 
council. These men serve without salary, devoting their time and 
energy to the public service. They meet once wacky officially to de- 
cide policy matters, OK contracts, approve expenditures, and all of the 
normal things which a board of directors and executive committee is 
called on to do in a business, Four members of our commission have 
served continuously for 6 years. 

Slide No. 1: This global airport of Los Angeles is the third busiest 
in the Nation and serves the southwestern part of our country. 

Seventy-six thousand one hundred and sixty-two square miles from 
Bakersfield to San Diego with over 814 million population forms the 
core ofthe area. Although built, financed, and operated by the city of 
Los Angeles only 25 percent of the passengers clearing this airport are 
from the city of Los Angeles. Most of the balance is from other south- 
ern cities and areas. You can buy a ticket from San Bernardino to 
New York coming by helicopter and on by any regular transconti- 
nental airline. 

And coming to it now for global flights are the citizens of four 
Southwestern States—Arizona, New Mexico, Utah, and Nevada. 

As you know, the Southwest is one of the fastest growing areas of 
the Nation. At present rates of growth, over 1314 million people will 
be housed in southern California basin alone by 1970. 

This area is also one of our largest defense manufacturing and 
research centers. 

Of the 18,000 industrial firms in the southern California industrial 
area, over 10,000 of them are directly or indirectly involved in our 
defense effort. 

As an example, there are 187,000 people employed in the aircraft 
industry alone, with payroll of more than $23 million per week. 

Slide No. 2: The airport at sea level comprises 3,000 acres, is ideally 
located as to prevailing winds, has more than a 10-mile flat approach, 
and is now accommodating nearly 1,000 takeoffs and landings per day. 
Transcontinental jet commercial operations started from this airport 
on January 25,1959. We're not approaching the jet age—we’re in it, 


oe 
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and each day as the 707 takes off hundreds of people with cameras and 
pinoculars line the airports and nearby streets to watch the simple 
routineevent. 

Every day the jet arrives and departs with a 98-percent load factor 
and a daily waiting list of several hundred passengers. Now what 
the pure jets are to the transcontinental terminals, the propjets are 
to small cities and only last week our airport previewed the 40-pas- 
senger Fairchild Friendship the turboprop designed for local service 
tosmaller communities. It is already in operation in the Northwest 
and will go into operation in the Southwest in just a few weeks. 
Of course, as you know, the Electra and Viscount are already in 
operation. 

Slide 3: In our master plan of development we will ultimately use 
four runways, two for takeoff, and two for landing, with the runway 
pairs 1 - apart to make simultaneous takeoff and landing fully 

ractical. 

; One of these is now at 10,000 feet and has free clearance to the 
ocean. Its lengthening was completed just last December. 

Its companion now at 8,500 feet has just been completely rebuilt 
to handle jets and is being extended to 10,115 feet. 

Eight existing taxiways have been given 25-foot shoulders on each 
side to avoid debris hazard to the jets. 

This runway in the new complex is at 8,925 feet and nearing com- 
pletion. Its companion to go here is not yet needed, but will be 
needed before 1970. 

Two public highways are being relocated. When this one, Lincoln 
Boulevard Bypass is completed June 1, the State will then close 
Lincoln Boulevard and we can start major construction in the new 
terminal area. 

The other road is being shifted to carry traffic away from the 
congested terminal area. 

Here between the two sets of parallel runways is the new $31 million 
terminal which is slated for completion late in 1960. 

This is the present terminal area which will be turned over to air- 
freight as soon as the new terminal is operational. At the present 
time we do not have the space or facilities to handle even a small 
- of our freight potential. Here also will be some additional 
acilities for general aviation. 

Slide 4: At present this terminal is approaching 1,000 aircraft 
movements daily with about 70 percent air carrier, 1414 military, 
and 1514 percent general aviation. 

Slide 5: Now I’d like to show you quickly some details of the new 
terminal area. 

The terminal is entirely different from any airport in the world 
and is planned with the idea of being gradually expanded to the 
full capacity of the air over Los Angeles. It is a functional, practical 
airport, not a marble monument. It is five times the size of the 
present terminal. 

It is built around a 5,000-car auto park, 675 feet wide and 2,865 
feet long, 15 feet below ramp level. The park is depressed because 
if parking for more than 5,000 cars is inadequate in the future, the 
area can be viaducted to accommodate a total of around 9,500 
automobiles. A 3-minute shuttle will run continuously around the 
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erimeter of the park to accommodate. passengers who are trans. 
erring from one airline to another, or moving for any reason. 

A decentralized design accomplishes three things : 

1. Eliminates the long fingers to gate positions, keeping the ramps 
clear. 

2. Shortens the distance customers must travel to and from planes, 

3. Provides for expansion fer both ticketing buildings and gate 
positions as traflic increases. 

There are seven ticketing and satellite combinations connected by 
an underground tunnel. One satellite, exclusively international, 
has been deferred because of the President’s veto of the Airport Act 
which this Congress passed last session. The last satellite will be 
built here when expanded gate positions become necessary some time 
prior to 1970. 

Slide 6: Passengers arrive at the individual terminals, parking 
opposite the ticketing building. 

Here they are ticketed then go through a tunnel less than a city 
block long, up escalators to the satellite from which their plane is 
boarding. 

As they go to or from the satellite their bags are moving on a con- 
tinuous belt in a channel parallel to the passenger tunnel. 

Slide 7: Here is one of the ticketing buildings—a very functional 
two-story affair. Passengers are ticketed at the lower level, the airline 
uses the second story for its offices. Expansion is handled by adding 
bays to either side of the building. 

Slide 8: Here is the passenger tunnels, 500 feet long and 20 feet 
wide with the baggage channels on each side although unseen here. 

Slide 9: And here is a model of one of the seven individual satellites 
in this case, United Airlines. 

Zach satellite has two floors 39,000 square feet per floor and can be 
expanded another 19,500 feet by adding a mezzanine. 

Notice the complete flexibility of jet aircraft movement around the 
satellites, each of which provides 10 gate positions. 

Slide 10: Expansion area in the satellite is inward, not outward. 
Each satellite, except the one you just saw, has two circular patio wells 
which at first will be landscaped. But later this area can be covered 
into more area for expansion as needed. Each satellite will contain 
restaurant, newsstand, gift shop, insurance, and all the services you 
will find in a normal airport. 

Note the wide public area which in these cases includes 65 percent 
of the building area. 

Slide 11: The tower and administration building will look like 
this and will be finished about August 1 of this year. Incidentally, 
it is being built to strict FAA requirements without one cent of match- 
ing funds. There were not matching funds available when the con- 
tract went to bid. 

Slide 12: Here is the present state of construction, a picture taken 
about last week, before we came to Washington. 

Slide 13: For orientation, the control tower you just saw is here. 
And this is Lincoln Boulevard which must be closed before major 
construction can begin on the balance of the terminal area and 
buildings. 

Here is the Lincoln Bypass under construction to be June 1. 
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And here is the 30-acre clear zone from which we are now clearing 
184 houses at a cost of $3,600,000. 

This is the new runway extending toward the Pacific Ocean. 

Slide 14: Here is the theme strueture—on the lower floor is an 
employees va feteria. Above that is a high-level restaurant, and 
above this will be a large observation deck for the public. 

This building will, of course, probably not be eligible for matching 
funds, but we thought you might like to see it. 

Now, why must we have a new terminal with four runways and 
these greatly expanded facilities ? 

Slide 15: This chart shows visually the growth of the passenger 
flow at Los Angeles International Airport, some 309 percent in 8 
years, and now approaching 5 million passengers per year. 

" Slide 16: What is ahead is astounding and factual. 

Early in 1956 as a part of planning, a very comprehensive traffic 
forecast was made by our economic consultants, Aviation Services, 
Inc. 

They broke their findings down into three classifications—conserv- 
ative, supportable, and not improbable. 

In 1956 and 1957 traffic exceeded the not improbable. In 1958, in 
spite of the businsess recession and two long airline strikes, traffic 
exceeded the supportable, and came within 237,000 of the not improb- 
able. 

So by actual trend 1970 traffic will be between 18 and 23 million 
passengers through the Los Angeles International Airport. 

The voters of Los Angeles in June of 1956, passed by an 8-to-1 
majority a $59,700,000 bond issue to permit us to get ready for this 
coming avalanche of traffic. Of this amount, 12-million plus dollars 
was earmarked for heliports and a second airport for general aviation 
at Van Nuys, which is sort of a suburb of Los Angeles. The balance, 
$47 million, plus the customary Federal share of matching funds was 
felt adequate for new terminal, runways, and land acquisition at Los 
Angeles Terminal. However, increased demands at the airlines for 
gate positions and space, capital expenditures impossible to forecast 
m 1956; and—more important—the veto of the Airport Act by the 
President, forced us to cut back quite severely last fall. 

Slide No. 17 (No. 3, plus overlay): For instance, it was necessary 
to defer the international satellite in spite of the fact that more and 
more airlines are coming into the Los Angeles area from overseas. 

And while our customs, immigration, public health, and agricul- 
ture facilities are adequate for a little while, we do know that we 
must have the international satellite long before 1970. 

Then just recently the FAA has presented demands to us which 
add another $814 million to the development aspects of our master 
plan. 

The principal requests from the FAA include: 

. Concrete aprons at east end of 25L and 25R. 
. Widen and extend the north-south runway. 
. Extend 25L to 12,000 feet with a concrete apron. 

Extend 24R and L to 11,000 feet. 

Acquire additional clear zone at west end of the new runways. 
ince this is a fine residential area, the costs will be very great. 

_ Slide No. 18: Now, finally, here is the arithmetic of the position 
im which we find ourselves. Work in progress, including money re- 
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ceived in previous FAA grants, amounts to $22,300,000. Work to 
be contracted this year, $31,900,000. Work deferred by reason of 
the veto, the new FAA $814 million request just received, and for 
other capital expenditures prior to 1970, $22,800,000. 

To meet these demands we have received $3,500,000 in FAA gran 
the city has expended or has available $54,600,000 and we are $18. 
800,000 short of the final goal. 

Incidentally, our percentage in Los Angeles on the FAA grant 
basis at the present time stands at 15.7 percent while the allowable 
rate as you know has been 54.04 percent. 

Even if all of this $18 million was made available plus the $3Y, 
million already granted, it would result in Federal participation of 
only 28.3 percent of the ultimate project, exactly ouo-halld of the 
allowable Federal cost share. 

Now I must tell you that we are prohibited from using airport 
revenue for capital expenditures by the charter of the city of Tas 
Angeles. At the time the bonds were passed in 1956 a charter amend. 
ment was voted requiring that until 1970 all revenues over and above 
operational cost by the airport must be used to pay interest and prin- 
cipal on the bond issue approved in 1956. It is for this reason that 
a bond funds must last us by law until 1970 and also why 

ederal share in airport devlopment is so important to us. 

I might add that the Los Angeles Airport is a profitable airport. 

Some people have said that the Federal Government should get 
out of airport development and leave it to the local bodies. We 
do not share this view nor does the Chamber of Commerce of the 
city of Los Angeles. 

In our case 65 percent of our new ticketing and satellite building 
is public area where most of the people are traveling interstate. 

The air transportation industry is vital to the defense and the 
progress of this country. 

The industry is essentially national. As an example, one Western 
Union office is not much good unless you consider it as part of a 
communications system. One depot is impractical unless it is a part 
of a transportation system. 

Airports are the same. 

Another reason the industry is controlled by Federal regulations 
which are strict and burdensome. 

The new FAA requests to us, for instance, add $814 unanticipated 
millions to our capital costs as I have mentioned. 

Large facilities must be maintained on our airport for the Federal 
participants at every international airport such as Los Angeles, the 
men in the tower, the customs, the immigration, the public health 
service, the agricultural inspection. 

So it is only logical that the Federal Government should pay its 
share, or, to put it another way, it is only logical that the entire Nation 
should participate in the development of the airport system in general 
and the international terminals in particular. 

To complete our case history we cannot too strongly emphasize the 
urgency of immediate action. Time is running out, not only for 
Federal participation in the Los Angeles program, but for Federal 
sharing in the vital development of many other airports, small or 
large. 
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In our case, in addition to $714 million of construction which goes 
to bid March 1959, Los Angeles will go to bid on approximately $32 
million worth of construction right after July 1, 1959. 

California law requires that all of this work must be fully funded 
before bids can be let. . 

If no Federal funds become available for this construction and we 
are forced to drain the last of our bond issue funds, the future growth 
and development of our airport will be hamstrung until 1970. 

Slide No. 19 (mask 1) : For this reason it is of extreme importance 
thata discretionary fund be included in this act and be made available 
immediately upon passage of the act. This would help to ease the 
situation in many airports such as Los Angeles, now undergoing rapid 
development at this critical time of the jet age. 

We agree with the premise that matching funds should not be sup- 
plied to restaurants, auto parks, bars, et cetera. But we do think that 
a percentage of an airport given exclusively to public area should be 
made matchable. 

Another very important problem exists. In large airport projects 
the participation by the Federal Government is often far below the 

reentage authorized. Experience indicates that many times Federal 

s become available at the end of the fiscal year or in the following 
year which could be used to reimburse sponsors for allowable costs 
up to the limits of Federal participation authorized by Congress. If 
such funds were used to reimburse the sponsors, it would allow con- 
tinuing ee by many communities in the national airport 
plan and would result in developments adequate to meet the pressing 
needs of present and future civil and joint civil-military aeronautics. 

Slide No. 19: We have worked out a suggested amendment to section 
12 of the existing Federal Airport Act which would accomplish the 
desired results. This amendment appears to be workable by the FAA, 
which must administer the program. This suggested amendment 
would be inserted after the following words of the fourth sentence of 
section 12 : 


*** such grant agreement shall not be increased by more than 10 per 
centum. 


The amending language would read: 


However, in approved projects where the participation of the United States 
is less than the maximum percentage authorized in section 10 herein, the Ad- 
ministrator may amend the grant agreement and assign funds which may later 
become available, to reimburse sponsors for allowable costs as defined herein 
within the limits of percentage participation by the United States as permitted 
by this act. 

We thank you very much for permitting us to show you the case 
history of one of the prominent airports of the country, and one 


which was severely hit by the veto of the President. of last year’s air- 
port act. 


Thank you very much, 

Mayor Poutson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to add to what he has 
said along this line. 
_As far as the airports are concerned, we want them so that all air- 
lines'can come in here. That is the one thing we are talking about. 
Just last week I had an occasion to be at the dedication of the office of 
Air India, the first office of Air India to open in North America. And 
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that of course is part of our program that we are talking about in the 
foreign trade, or in foreign programs that we have here, which Mr. 
Bennett and I used to vote on on the same side so many times, 

If we are going to be practical about it, why should they penalize g 
city when we are doing it for the whole country. 

And as Mr. Belding stated, we have 25 percent of it local—we carry 
for the entire area. And it is entirely different when you have the 
bus stations, because you have one in each city. 

Speaking about our harbor, we have the largest harbor on the Pa- 
cific coast. You take in the whole bay area—notice I am talking 
to Mr. Younger—we could add Long Beach, and we are bigger than 
Oakland and San Francisco. And how was that harbor built? Firgt 
of all, the Government built the breakwater, then they dredged out 
the harbor and they made the channels. We own the piers. Sure, the 
oil companies came along, they built one, but we amortized and it is 
orthinally ours. So the Government, to start with, spent the greatest 
portion, as far as your buses are concerned, to build the highways for 
them—except the ratio there is 9 to 1. 

Now we are not asking for a handout, we are asking that the Goy- 
ernment accept its responsibility, when it comes in and tells you that 
you have to spend $814 million, after we once have a plan to take care 
of international and certainly transcontinental traffic, that they ac- 
cept at least a share of it. And to date there is 15.7 percent— 

The Cuairman. Mr. Mayor, aren’t the airlines paying a tax on the 
gasoline and oil they use which goes into the Sighireg fund to build 
the highways for the buses to run on? 

Mr. Betprne. And they want to extend it to 41% cents. 

Mayor Poutson. Yes. I think when we start to think about it, in 
this air space age we are living in, we certainly know that it is of 
greater importance to develop our air traffic than even our railroads. 

I would also like to call attention—I am just trying to clear the 
record, Mr. Chairman—to General Quesada’s statement on page 16 
where he says: 

Federalstoncern would be limited to safe, efficient movement of passengers and 
cargo and the safety needs of general aviation. 

Well, that is a rather broad statement, and I think that can extend 
beyond the gate, when you stop to take it into consideration. 

But the one I must clear for the record in his statement in here which 
says: 

As we all know, most cities and States expend large sums on promotional 
activity and development of facilities to attract business and commerce and to 
stimulate tourist trade. As we all know, recent instances have extended to 
offers of land, construction of stadiums and long-term admissions guarantees to 
attract major league sports and other forms of entertainment. 

Let me clear the record by stating that the city of Los Angeles is 
not giving one red cent, and the State supreme court recently unani- 
mously approved that there was an adequate consideration. What we 
did was change some white elephant land which they were going to 
use for public housing, and which we stopped, and which has never 
had anything on it, for a field, for Wrigley Field, where we need rec- 
reational areas—it is in a retarded area of the city—and we are making 
an exchange of property. 
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You cannot give anything, according to our charter, it has to be 
on an appraisal value. And I just wanted to clear up the record that 
we are not giving anything as far as that is concerned. 

We have given far more for aviation than we have for any other 
activity in the city of Los Angeles in which the Federal Government 
jsconcerned. 

Now if you want to ask any questions, I think I have covered the 
field. 

The CHamman. Mayor, thank you very much for your statement, 
and also, Mr. Belding, your statement as president of your airport 
commission at the present date, for this very dramatic and factual 
testimony on your airport conditions there. 

Mr. Bennett has a question. 

Mr. Bennetr. Mr. Chairman, I am always glad to see my former 
colleague, Mayor Poulson. He and I were elected to the same Con- 

ss, and defeated in the same Congress, and reelected in the same 
Biorees. He was sensible enough to go to more lucrative fields. And 
I am sure that the case of the city of Los Angeles is in good hands 
when he appears, either before this committee or any other committee. 

But I would like to respectfully differ with you, Mr. Mayor, on where 
the obligation of the Federal Government lies in this matter. It is 
true that the railroad was subsidized, it is true that the trucking in- 
dustry has been subsidized, and is still being subsidized, the buslines 
are being subsidized, and the waterways are being subsidized, and also 
the airlines are being subsidized. I do not know how many hundreds 
of millions of dollars have been spent in subsidy for the operation and 
development of our civilian airlines. I think all, or most, of the 
money that we have spent for that purpose has been justified and 
worthwhile. We spent hundreds of millions of dollars in providing 
landing fields, airports for the airlines in addition to all of the other 
subsidies we have provided for them. 

Now, it comes, though, eventually to the question of, when does the 
general taxpayers’ obligation to keep subsidizing a particular indus- 
try, and to what extent it should, come to an end. I think in this 
particular matter, from my point of view, the time should come when 
the Government should cease, curtail if not completely cease, spending 
money for such things as depots, terminals for airlines, and let some 
obligation in this direction be assumed, not only by the communities 
which directly benefit by these facilities, but by the airlines them- 
selves, most of which now are off subsidy. They are all making sizable 
profits from their operations, and it looks in the foreseeable future as 
though they would be the principal means of transportation in this 
country, and so far as profit is concerned, probably take the enviable 
place that the railroads had 50 or 100 years ago. 

I would like to direct a few questions, Mr. Chairman, in the direc- 
tion of the local commission, airport commission. 

Who built the terminal facilities, the Los Angeles terminal facili- 
ties? Tam not speaking of the runway 

Mr. Betpinc. You mean the present one ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Mr. Betptne. The city of Los Angeles. 

Mr. Bennerr. At what cost? 
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Mr. Bexprne. What is invested now—terminal buildings—I might 
add, without a cent of matching funds—including our new tower, 

Mr. DanNeNpRINK. Our total buildings are about $2,700,000. Some 
hangar buildings which were built way back in 1928-29. If I remem. 
ber correctly, our existing terminal facilities, with the subsequent 
expansions that we have made, plus those that the airlines have made, 
are probably worth about a million and a half cost. 

Mr. Bennett. The total capital outlay for the facilities. 

Mr. Dannensrink. The city’s investment in those buildings would 
be about $1 million, and I am sure the airlines have made their own 
PESneIgn to those buildings of at least a half a million. 

Mr. Bennett. How much money does the Federal Government have 
in the other facilities of the airport? 

_ Mr. DannenbRINK. The Federal Government has $5 million, just a 
little over $5 million, in the Los Angeles International Airport, ex. 
cluding about $1 million, which the Federal Government put in for 
that FIDO experiment, which the city actually had no part of and had 
no benefit from. It was an agreement worked out between the air- 
lines, ATA, and the Federal Government, where they made an experi- 
pet on this “Fog and Intensive Dispersion of” at the International 

irport. 

Mr. Bennett. Is the airport being operated at a profit? 

Mr. DAaNNENBRINK. Yes; the airport is being operated at a good 
profit. Now that we are starting to pick up the interest on this $38 
million of bonds which we have already sold, and the remainder of the 
$59,700,000 which we will have to sell in the next year or so, the city is 
not going to make a profit on until we get some of that interest down 
and get into our new facilities again. 

Mr. Bennerr. How much money does the airport make now? 

Mr. DanNneNBRINE. Our profit last year was $2 million—the 
department. 

fr, Bennett. Net profit? 

Mr. DANNENBRINK. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. For both airports? 

Mr. DannensrinK. The net income at Los Angeles was $2,058,000 
and we had a loss of $29,000 on Van Nuys. Because we are also 
spending some of our bond funds at Van Nuys, acquiring a lot of land 
and charging the interest on that money out there. Our expenses, 
operating expenses, $783,000; interest on the bonds, $319,000 last year; 
and provision for depreciation, and that covers only city invested 
funds, of $518,000. 

Mr. Bennerr. Do you have a net annual profit of $2 million? 

Mr. DANNENBRINK. $2 million. 

Mr. Betptnc. Which must be used for the principal and interest 
of the bonds by law. Wecannot even 

Mr. Bennerr. The bonds that you sold to build your new airport! 

Mr. Berorne. Right. 

Mr. Bennerr. You used the $2 million to pay the interest on those 
bonds? 

Mr. Betprna. Interest and pemicepal Until 1970. 

Mr. Bennett. How much is that 4 

Mr. DannensrinK. This next year we will pay out about $2 
million in principal and interest, and the following year it will be 
over $3 million in principal and interest. That we are forced to pay. 
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Mr. Bennett. How much money haye you accumulated out of your 
profit in the operation of the airport—what have you done with the 
q : 
OM) DANNENBRINK. Plowed it right back into the airport up until 
1956 when the bonds were passed. And at that point and time—— 
Mr. Bennett. How much money did you have accumulated in 
q 
te DANNENBRINK. We had a little over $5 million. And the 
charter amendment, which went on the ballot with the bonds, and 
which required from that point on that we cannot spend one penny 
of our income except for operation of the airport and the eee 
of necessary equipment, the balance must go into a reserve for prin- 
cipal and interest on bonds until after 1970. That same amendment 
carried a provision in it that all of the excess cash we had on hand 
as of June 30 of 1956 we could keep, and our board could use that 
then for additional expenditures, unexpected items that came up, 
and that was over $5 million. 

Mr. Bennerr. How much money do you pay in interest on your 
ponds for the new airport? What is the annual cost of that? 

Mr. DANNENBRINE. This last year we paid $2 million into the bond 
redemption and interest fund, whith covered future interest payments 
and principal payments, which under State law we have to cover a 
year ahead of time. . 

Mr. Bennett. So you are paid up, your bond interest, for another 

ear? 
‘ Mr. DannenBRINK. That is right, but next August we will have to 
put about $2.5 million in. 

Mr. Bennett. Well, you can make that much money in your 
operations ? 

Mr. DANNENBRINK. We hope. 

Mr. Bennetr. How much money do you estimate you will make in 
operating this new airport after you once get it built? What will be 
your annual net profit ? 

Mr. DaNNENBRINK. Well, it is pretty hard to tell, Mr. Bennett, this 
early because, of course, we have had no experience with the tre- 
mendous expense that is going to be involved in maintaining these 
various buildings, the ticketing buildings and the satellite buildings 
and all of the janitor work and so forth. I think that we can, after 
about 2 years, and we are in that terminal, that then we will be back 
where we are making a profit, a slight profit, and still paying the 
interest on $59 million worth of bonds. 

Mr. Bennetr. When you get the bonds paid off you will have a 
real moneymaking enterprise ? 

Mr. Dannensrink. There will always be some place to put that 
ar additional facilities, more runways, more taxiways, and more 

and. 


rs Bennett. It will be money that will belong to the city of Los 
ngeles. 
r. DANNENBRINK. That is right. 

Mr. Bennetr. And probably so if you pay the-— 

Mayor Poutson. Could I ask you this, Mr. Bennett: Let’s assume 
that we did have the money. If we cannot build these facilities now, 
where would we be? In other words, if we cannot complete it. There 
is one of your problems. You see, we sold that bond issue on the basis 
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that we could do the job, and we could have done the job if the Fed. 
eral Government had not come along and set some other requirements 
that changed the picture. And you cannot go back and change theg 
bond issues, and you cannot get any additional revenue. So there 
we are up against it on that basis. 

Now, say the Federal Government was even to turn around and 
make it possible for you to borrow the money; we could go ahead, 
We cannot borrow from any other source, but we have to have some 
way in which we can borrow the money. We are not coming out and 
asking for it, but we are just up against it—where can we get it? 

I would, personally, rather see legislation along that line, becansge 
that is one thing that we have prided ourselves on out in Ig 
Angeles, the fact that we have been going it alone on most of these 
things. We have a group there right now that are not very anxious 
about us coming in and asking for the money, they would just rather 
see us sit there. But I have that problem as the mayor: We are ask- 
ing for additional taxes. Why? Because the city is growing, and I 
think it is far more important that we expand, that we keep apace of 
the times and all the things that we have to do, rather than just sit 
there on the basis of balancing the budget and no more taxes comin 
in, no more money going out. Now, that is the thing we have to de- 
cide, And of course I know you have your problems here. 

Mr. Bennetr. How much money would you get out of the Federal 
Government, even if Mr. Harris’ bill became law ? 

Mr. Bextpine. We estimate about $214 million a year for 4 years, 
and then for a discretionary fund, if there is a further discretionary 
fund, we might have a few other things to match. But our problem 
is we are going to bid on $40 million worth of work very soon, and 
if it has already gone to bid it has to be funded. So it will be gone, 
and we cannot match the fund. That is why we suggested the 
amendment. 

Mr. Bennett. What is the total amount you could reasonably expect 
to get out of the Federal Government if the pending bill should 
become law ? 

Mr. Bexprne. Well, the amount, subject to matching funds, on the 
present basis would be 

Mr. Bennett. $1 million a year, isn’t it? 

Mr. Betptne. No, more than that. 

Mr. DaANNENBRINK. That is the limit, I think, that General Quesada 
said, the limit to any city for 1 year is just $1 million. And that has 
created a considerable portion of our problem because we are going 
out $714 million worth, every penny of-it eligible in about a month 
andahalf. And that is the last of our eligibility work if you exclude 
terminal buildings completely for some period of time because then 
we are going out on $28 million worth of terminal buildings. But if 
the Federal Government is not able to participate up to its allowable 
share outside the gate, the runways and taxiways and lighting, when 
we have to go to bid on it and when we have to have the money, then 
we have to spend our money, which we ourselves could perfectly well 
put into our terminal building. So that’is why we would like to see 
terminal buildings left in, to make up some of this shortage. 

Mr. Bewprne. And our tower will cost us $1,600,000, and not 1 cent 
of matching funds. That comes right out of the bond issue. Because 
there was no money in the FAA fund at the time it went to bid. 
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Mr. Bennett. Have you made any effort to finance this thing from 
rivate sources, I mean, some underwriters ? 

Mr. DANNENBRINK. No 

Mr. Bennerr. You have a pretty attractive arrangement, it seems 
tome, in the operation of your airport. I would be amazed, a group 
of astute people like you out in Los Angeles, if you could not figure 
out a way to finance this thing if no Federal aid were available to you 

all. 
or. DANNENBRINK. With our existing charter amendment 

Mr. Bennett. If you can get Federal aid I do not blame you for 
taking it, but I think it gets down to the question of how much the 
Federal Government should continue to support, particularly in the 
field of these facilities on which the Federal Government makes a 
substantial capital outlay, and then the locality for years after makes 
an income profit out of that capital outlay. I do not know of any 
other, in my service here, Federal aid program where the localities, 
the States that get the money make a profit off the Federal grant. 
We give money to hospitals, it is for a nonprofit operation; when we 
give money to schools, if we ever get to that point in Federal aid, 
what we do give now we are giving for a nonprofit operation. Most 
ofthe Federal grants that I know anything about go into needed things 
in the public interest in which there is no profit involved. 

Here, and specifically on the issue of terminal facilities, as you 
heard General Quesada today, the testimony he gave as to the profita- 
bility of the operation of terminal facilities all around the country, 
and I think he included yours, but the figures you have given here 
aré in line with the figures he gave. And the question in my mind, 
the basic one, is whether the Federal Government should continue 
to give Los Angeles, or any other local airport, money to build a 
terminal building upon which they, from then on, can operate at a 
profit and stick the money in their pocket and not return a dime to 
the Federal Government. 

Mayor Poutson. Why couldn't we reverse it, the other way, by 
having the Federal Government put a limitation on the runways of 
these airlines as the military and the like are requiirng, because they 
are compelling us to spend $8 million more just because times have 
changed. That is the picture we are up against. 

What is the answer to that? 

Mr. Bennett. I agree that the Federal Government should continue 
to expend reasonable sums in the expansion of airports on safety 
things, but I have been directing my thoughts in this matter as to 
how far you should continue to go in the question of terminal facilities. 
l understand now that the railroads here would like to sell Union 
Station to the Government. But we are dealing here with different 
forms of subsidized transportation. Every form of transportation 
that I know anything about in this country has been subsidized to a 
substantial extent by the Government. Now, we quit doing it largely 
with the railroads, and they are in real trouble because of the com- 
petition they get—from the continuing subsidy we are giving the 
airlines.. I think we have a serious question here. I do not think it 


is 4 question that could have any partisan angle to it one way or 
another. 


That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
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The Cuarrman. Mr. Williams. 

Mr. WiiuraMs. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Younger. 

Mr. Youncer. I would like to ask Mr. Belding if I am correct, tha 
the bond issues in 1956, were by virtue of your city charter amendment 
revenue bonds ? 

Mr. Berpine. They became that. They were general obligation 
bonds, that we were required to pay all income over and above the 
strictly cost of operation into a reserve fund to pay off the interes 
and principal of the bonds and retire them within 30 years. So ip 
effect you would call them revenue bonds, although they were general 
obligation bonds when they were passed. 

Mr. Youneer. I also understand you would be better off, your air. 
port would be better off, if the Administrator of FAA had more dis. 
cretionary allowance in these funds? 

Mr. Betprne. We certainly could because 2 years from now, 3 years 
from now, when our terminal is completed, our problems are over. 
Now they are acute. 

Mr. Youncer. In other words, whether Congress appropriates $409 
million or $200 million or whatever it is 

Mr. Berprne. That is right. 

Mr. Youncer. You would rather see a large proportion, say 50 
peiomt, in the discretionary fund rather than in the 75-25 apportion. 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Betprna. Yes, we would, because our problems are immediate 
and serious. 

Mr. Youncer. Why is there such a difference in the landing fees 
charged by the airports? 

I brought that up before, and you are the first manager that we 
have had here who can answer that. As I say, Washington Airport 
charges $2.50, and several of them $3.30 and on up. Now, your charge 
is $6.30 for a DC-6. 

Mr. Betprne. It will go to $10 in the new terminal. 

Mr. Youncer. Well, that is comparable then to Idlewild which 
charges $10.03—— 

Mr. Betprne. Now. 

Mr. Youncer. And La Guardia which charges $10.26. So you ar 
going to increase your fee from $6.30 to $10? 

Mr. Betprna. Right. Those airlines operate on contracts, very long 
contracts, which are renewable at regular periods, and they have 
agreed the minute the terminal is opened to raise their allowable- 
although it won’t be in time to change the contract—to 10 cents the 
minute they are in operation. 

Mr. Youncer. You have volunteered to do that? 

Mr. Betprne. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Youncer. In order to get the facilities? 

Mr. Betptne. Right. 

Mr. Youncer. And that will make considerable difference in your 
income? 

Mr. Berprne. Quite a bit. We will have 2 or 3 years when w 
will go on the tax law. We will have the income to do it. We hope 
it will only be 2 years, but it may be 3 or 4. We just cannot estimate 

Mr. Youncer. Do you think it would be possible to work out some 
kind of a contract whereby the Government would put the funds into 
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the airports which are going to ae and that after the bonds 
are paid off, there would be a possibility of the funds advanced by the 
Federal Government being paid back to the Federal Government 
without interest ? 

Mr. Betprne. I think that is a reasonable request. 

Mr. Youncer. It would seem to me something of this type ought to 
be done, where we are dealing with what is going to be, a profitmaking 

ization. 
a ayor Poutson. I think that that was a very fair consideration be- 
cause you are going to find some airports, I would say the city of New 
Orleans, for instance, where they won’t be able to pay off because they 
have so many people who are transient, going through. You know, 
it is a little different problem. And, maybe in some of the other 
cities. I think that it is an equalizing thing. 

If we make the money, as I say—personally I can say this—if we 
could borrow this money I would much rather do it, but we cannot 
borrow it. It is like taking a second mortgage. 

Mr. Youncer. In any of the airports, if the agreement was made 
that as, if, and when some time in the future their obligations were 
paid off, then they would return out of their revenue the principal 
advanced by the Federal Government without interest. I should 
think that would be a fair proposition as far as the local people are 
concerned, with the Federal Government on a profitmaking scheme. 

Mayor Povtson. I would say as far as I am concerned it certainly 
would be, and I know the people of Los Angeles would feel the same 
way, that they would much rather do it in that way. But we have no 
method of doing it. 

In fact, we started out on the basis, thinking that we had sufficient 
money in the airport bond issue to do it along with the few million— 
how many million ? 

Mr, Betptne. We had about $5 million over, and that plus the 
matching funds would have been all right. 

Mayor Poutson. Yes, about $5 million or $6 million, and the match- 
ing funds. And the things that we do for the Federal Government. 
Now, here is something you must bear in mind. We have built the 
tower, and right now everything above the sixth floor is being used, 
. going to be used, by the Federal Government. They use 30 percent 
of it. 

Mr, Youncer. I think that should be put in as part of the expense 
on which you are going to get matching funds. I do not think there 
isany question about that. 

Mayor Poutson. But it is spent 

Mr. Youncer. I know, but it isthere. You did not receive Federal 
aid for it before, but it could be put into the value—later. 

Mr. Dannenprink. That was our suggested amendment, Mr. 
Younger, on these projects where Federal funds were eligible, the 
Federal Government later, if they did not have the money at the time 
we got into it, could come back and make it retroactive or reimburs- 
able like they do for land at the present time. And I agree with you, 
too, if we could pay off our bonds, and then start returning some 
money to the Federal Government, it would be fine providing there 
was @ rate base worked up tentatively for the space which the Federal 

vernment will occupy for its various facilities on the airport, plus 
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the landing field use, which it uses considerably at our airport—eop. 
tinuously and constantly. 

Mr. Youncer. It is a two-way street. 

Mayor Poutson. That is right. 

Mr. Youncer. And it ought to be operated as a two-way street, 

Mr. Betprne. Mr. Younger, I do not want to speak for the mayor 
but all the people want the airport to be self-sustaining. And jf 
money piles out, they want the obligations taken care of, as they are 
insisting they take care of the money of the citizens of Los Angeles 
I think you have a very good idea. HB 

Mr. Youncer. There is only one other thing, Mr. Mayor. Yoy 
were speaking of clearing the record, and I think you should clear the 
record. I think you used the wrong word. Certainly there is no 
“retarded” area in Los Angeles. 

Mr. Dannensrink. Undeveloped. 

Mayor Poutson. Let’s say it is is an area where we have a few 
problems. 

Mr. Bevprne. I would like to add a final word, that this thing js 
moving so fast, it is so volatile, it is almost impossible to anticipate 
what is happening in the following year. Actually, we are kind of 
caught with our air pants down, I guess, in Los Angeles. 

The CHatrmMan. Yes; and you have had how much Federal aid out 
there since the start of the program in 1946? 

Mr. Dannensrink&. Just slightly over $5 million, Mr. Harris, 

The Cuarrman. $5 million. You say the Government is going to 
require you to put $8 million more into landing facilities ? 

Mr. Betprne. Landing facilities, runways, and clear zones, 

The Cuatrman. Do you know how much California will be entitled 
to under the $1 million-a-year allocation formula ? 

Mr. Betprne. That I could not tell you. 

The Cuarrman. Well, it would be $4,328,909. 

Now did you have any idea what Los Angeles will get out of that! 

Mr. Dannensrink. Under existing law just $1 million. 

The CuarrmMan. You mean under existing rule. 

Mr. DaANNENBRINK. Existing rule, yes. Just $1 million. 

The Cuarrman. Just $1 million a year. 

Mr. DanNENBRINE. Just $1 million a year. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, you would get $4 million out of it, 
and still you are required to put $4 million of your own money in 
because of the requirements the Federal Government made on— 

Mr. Dannensrink. That is right. 

The Cuatrman, I think that is pretty important. 

Mr. Youncer. Mr. Chairman, I think the record should also show 
this is not just a figment of someone’s imagination; it is for the 
safety of the public and the airlines. And it is the development of 
the new jet age that has caused them to make these requirements. 

I do not think you can say that FAA just came out and said “You 
have to do that” without any reasoning back of it. 

Mayor Poutson. And that is safety for 75 percent of the people 
who do not live or pay taxes in the city of Los Angeles. 

Mr. Youncer. Yes; that is all right. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, you will not get enough funds out 
of this to meet the increased requirements the Federal Government 
has set for what they refer to as safety facilities? 
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Mayor Poutson. Thatisright. 

The CuarrMan. Then after all is said and done you are going to 
have to pay all of the terminal costs anyway ¢ 

Mayor Poutson. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. And in addition to that some more for so-called 
safety facilities. I think the whole thing is necessary if you are 

ing to have adequate safety. There is a requirement around that 
airport that says you cannot get beyond there when smoking. Every- 
one knows that, and it is for safety purposes. That is in the terminal 
facilities where you go out to get on the planes. If you did not have 
terminal facilities I can imagine one of the most unsafe conditions 
that could possibly exist. 

Mr. Bennett. That may be true, Mr. Chairman, but you do not 
have it in any other form of transportation, and I do not think you 
ever did have, as a matter of fact. 

The Cuairman. Well perhaps not, but the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, and the very able mayor of Los Angeles, has just said that the 
Federal Goverment spent most of the money out there in the develop- 
ment of docks. Ags: 

Now, let me ask you about the situation regarding airfreight at 
this airport. 

Mr. Bevptna. I would like to cover that. 

As I said, we are just not able to take care of the airfreight poten- 
tial we have. Our airfreight in 1950 was 48 million pounds; in 1958 
it was 98 million for about 103 percent. Mail went from 26 million 
to 38 million pounds, about 51 percent. 

That will, of course, be a great source of revenue to us when the 
new terminal comes up. We are very anxious that we are able to serve 
that. 

And the express and freight business is just in its infancy, and it 
is going to be a tremendous thing in the next 5 or 10 years. We 
could take three times the freight right now. 

The CuHatrMan. Are you going to charge rates that are adequate to 
grant a reasonable return on the investment ? 

Mr. Betpine. Yes, we are. The facilities they have for the sheds 
and whatnot will be developed, and that will take some money, and 
the landing and take off 

The Cuarrman. Are these rates going to be less than what you 
could get on highway, motor, or train freight rates? 

Mr. Betpinc. Well, in some cases I understand now airfreight is 
cheaper, when you consider warehousing and all those things. On 
many items it is going to give the railroads and trucks, and everyone, 
serious competition because of the lack of necessity of building ware- 
house docks. That is the primary reason, because of the fast service, 
1-day service, you do not have it piling up for a month and that sort 
of thing. 

The Cuarrman. Well, why don’t you raise the rates then to help 
take care of it on a comparable basis with other modes of travel ? 

Mr, Betprne. That is the airline freight companies’ job to raise 
their own rates or handle their own economics, just like it is the air- 
lines job to handle their own economics on the 

The Cuarrman. Why don’t you charge them for the service? 

Mr. Betpinc. We do. 
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The Cuatrman. Then they will have to raise the rates and there- 
fore you get your return. 

Mr. Dannensrink. We get our return, Mr. Harris, on our land- 
ings and on our airfreight buildings, such as they are at the present 
time, and we will continue to get them on the newly developed air- 
freight area when we develop our presert, terminal area for future 
airfreight. We will get enough money to pay our depreciation, our 
interest, and our expense and maintenance and operation. 

And as a city we feel that actually we are in this business to serve 
the public and 

he CHatmrMan. Do you contemplate using any of the Federal 
funds, or attempting to use any of the Federal funds, in the con- 
struction of facilities for airfreight? 

Mr. Dannensrink. No. Not on airfreight terminal building; no, 

The Cuatrman. You are not going to build a separate ranway—— 

Mr. DAanNensBRINK. No; they use the same runway and pay the 
same landing fee that the passenger planes pay. 

Mr. Brtprne. They take off at alternate times. We will be having 
two planes a minute when we get a little over a thousand planes, 120 
planes an hour. But they will not be taking off at that time, they 
will be taking off in the middle of the night and other times 

The CHarrman. How are you handling the noise problem? 

Mr. Betprnc. We have our public relations director here. 

Would you like to speak to that ? 

Mrs. Hererorp. Well, Mr. Chairman, we are in the rather fortu- 
nate position there in Los Angeles of having had jet operations from 
the airports since the first jets began to fly in 1945. We have the 
manufacturing plant there of North American Aviation and Douglas 
El Segundo. So the jet, as a piece of equipment per se, is not new 
in the Los Angeles area as it is to some other regions. 

However, with the sound suppressors, and so forth, on the jet 
transport it is actually quieter than the jets our area has been used to. 

The interesting thing is, despite an aviation area with many 
people employed in the industry, where you would think a jet would 
not mean too much to them, there is great public reaction to this 
jet transport. It is an outstanding thmg. Every day of the week 
and Saturdays and Sundays it looks like a picnic, with people lined 
all along the airport perimeter just to watch the jet transport go. It 
is the closest thing I have seen to aviation excitement since Lind- 
bergh’s flight as far as Los Angeles is concerned. 

The Cuarrman. Maybe that is part of the reason you are getting 
so many of our folks from Arkansas out there. 

Mayor Poutson. Another reason is after they have taken off they 
go out over the ocean, and fish cannot write letters to the Congressmen. 

The CHatrman. Well, we must be thankful for some things. 
[ Laughter. | 

What kind of provisions are you making for heliports? 

Mr. Betornc. In our expanded plant we have arrangements for 
five heliports in the city of Los Angeles. However at the present 
time the Los Angeles airways has 18 stops every day, serving 143 
communities, and of course they are operating under subsidy as you 
know. It would not be profitable if you did not. But you can go 
to Disneyland or San Bernardino for $4, and the business is very 
well patronized. 
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But in the city itself, and with our bond funds, we expect to put 
in five heliports in the strategic areas of the city to serve the terminal. 

The CuatrMANn. Do you anticipate using any of the Federal funds 
for that purpose ? 

Mr. Betpinc. They will be the last thing we will do. After the 
terminal is completed, if there is any money available, we will be very 
happy to have some—— 

The CuatrMAN. Iam sure you would be glad to accept it. 

Mayor Poutson. Is this true, Mr. Belding, that the helicopter lines 
will, after they get the larger helicopters, expect to operate without 
this subsidy ? 

Mr. Bexprne. They think there may be enough business, yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Is the Federal Government subsidizing the heliport 
now ! 

Mr. Betprne. Yes. 

Mr. Youncer. Yes, in New York, Chicago, Los Angeles—— 

Mr. Betpinc. There is some place else. 

Mr. Bennett. How much Federal money, subsidy, are you getting 
out of your Los Angeles operation ? 

Mr. Beipinc. I do not know. I can get their annual statements, if 
you would like them, and send them to you. 

The Cuarrman. That is an experiment on delivery of mail. 

Mr. Betpine. It started that way, but it has expanded. 

Mr. Youncer. They have temporary charters, now. 

The Cuamman. And the Government is paying subsidy for them? 

Mr. Youncer. That is correct. 

Mr. Bennett. May I ask one other question to clarify what I asked 
a little while ago? 

What is the total amount of capital, invested capital, in your air- 
ports, about $6 million, $5 million ? 

Mr. DaANNENBRINK. Oh, no. Let me give you the accurate figures. 
At International Airport we have about $29 million in invested capi- 
tal, $5 million of which is Federal aid money; and at Van Nuys there 
is about $814 million—$9 million, and a considerable portion of that— 
that was one of those war asset transfer deals. It was a private air- 

rt, and the Government moved in at the beginning of the war and 
Built a big runway, and then at the end of the war they turned it over 
to the city for $1. We in turn leased back 65 acres to the U.S. Engi- 
neers for National Guard purposes for a period of 25 years at $1 per 

ear. 
: Mr. Bennerr. Now you are making a $2 million a year profit off 
International ? 

Mr. Dannensrink. Off the International. 

Mr. Bennerr. And what is your total invested capital in that? 

Mr. DaNNENBRINK. $29 million. 

The , CHAIRMAN. Does that include $5 million of Government 
money ? 

Mr, Dannenprink. That includes $5 million in Government money. 

The CuatrMan. That gives you a rate of return of about what? 

Mr, Bevprne. 8 percent on the money—except the Government. 

Mr. Dannenseink. When we set our landing fees 

Mr, Bennerr. If you project that into the year, your future airport, 
you will have total capital investment of how much? 
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Mr. DanNENBRINK. About $70 million. And if we finally can fing 
enough money to complete the entire master plan as amended by 
FAA recently, it will be around $80 million. 

Mr. Bennett. And if you project your present income, your preg. 
ent earnings, translated into that increased capital, you will earp 
about how much a year ? 

Mr. Dannenzrink. I do not think our earnings are going to go up 
in relation to the investment because our rates will be set on 

Mr. Benner. You are going to increase landing fees, you are go. 
ing to increase other costs / - 

‘Mr. DANNENBRINKE. Yes, but we are investing considerably more 
money, you see, in the landing area, which means more m: uintenance 
and more expense, annual expense, which will absorb this increase 
in landing fees. We are only increasing our landing fees—we are 
getting about seven cents a thousand pounds now on a kind of old 
formula which actually was put into the leases with the airlines in 
1941 and 1942, with the exception of the brandnew airlines which 
came in the last few years, who are now paying 10 cents. 

Mr. Bennett. It looks to me as if you have a very, very sound 
financial picture, where you can make 8 percent on your invested 
capital. You are going to build this great now modern fac “ility that 
certainly when utilized to the fullest extent will probably increase 
your rates all the w ay around. It looks to me as if you are in a very 
enviable position ‘so far as financing is concerned. I think a banker 
out there in California, what’s his name 

Mayor Poutson. He is not with us any more. 

Mr. Bennett. I think he would be very attracted to this deal. 

Mr. Dannenprink. Of course, being a city, and with our existing 
character, it is impossible for us legally to borrow any funds at the 
present time. 

And speaking of the new terminal area, we are very seriously over- 
crowded now, the public area is very inadequate—as you know if 
you have been out there during the rush hours—and we are providing 
an adequate public area which means that the expense per person 
and per dollar is going up considerably. 

Mr. Benyerr. But. your greatest income return will be on your 
terminal facilities ? 

Mr. Dannensrink. That is right. 

Mr. Bennerr. Your income return there would undoubtedly be 
greater than 8 percent, would it not, as it is presently ? 

Mr. Dannensrink. It depends on what the expenses are, as I told 
you earlier. We just do not have any experience with the amount of 
expense it is going to take for air conditioning and heating, which 
we do not have at the present time, plus all the extra janitor work 
and all the patrolling, special officers, necessary to take up to 29 
million people a year. It is really going to get pretty fabulous ex- 
pensewise, that we know. 

The Cuatryan. You do not intend to use any of these Federal 
funds for your terminal building then, do you? 

Mr. Dannenprtnk. No, we do not, Mr. Harris, except, as I said 
a little earlier, in view of the fact that the Federal Government has 
not been able to match its share on the eligible items such as runways 
and taxiways and the control tower, it would get us out of the hole, 








FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS, 1959 137 


find or return to us money which we have put in in lieu of the Federal 
| by Government share, and we are going to wind up short on terminal 
buildings. — That is why we have had to pull the international satellite, 
yreg- which is $5 million, and most of that building space will be developed 
sarn or devoted to customs and immigration and public health. The en- 
tire half of the operations level will be customs, for which we get no 
OUD money. We have deferred that. And if we do not get Federal aid 
we won’t build it—we cannot. 7 
, g0- Mr. Beipinc. We have concluded we cannot possibly liquidate the 


international terminal. It will be a burden that will have to be 
shared by the rest of the terminal. 


no 
ides The CHarrMAN. Mayor Poulson and all of your associates with you 
ease here today, let me thank you for your appearance. Personally, we 
‘aN are glad to have you back with us, and appreciate the information 
F old that you have given us here. 
é fa Now do I understand Mr. De Silva had an additional statement 
hich he was going to make, or does this include his statement? 
Mayor Poutson. This concludes our presentation. 
ound The Cuarrman. This concludes the Los Angeles presentation ? 
ested Mayor Poutson. Yes. We want to thank you for the time we have 
that taken. 
rease The Cuarrman. Gentlemen, we are very glad to have you with us 
very and thank you very much. Y 
inker The committee will adjourn until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning 
when we will hear Mayor Hartsfield, followed by Mr. Thomas Bur- 
nard of the Airport Operators Council. 
al (Whereupon, at 5:25 p.m. the committee adjourned to reconvene at 
sting 10 a.m. Tuesday, February 10, 1959.) 
it the 
over- 
ow if 
iding 
erson 
your 
lly be | 
T told | 
unt of 
which | 
work 
to 29 
US @X- 
ederal 
I said | 
nt has | 
mways 


e hole, 





FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS, 1959 


TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 1959 


Houses or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN CoMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 1334, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Oren Harris (chairman) presiding. 

The Cuamman. The committee will come to order. 

We are resuming the hearings on the airport construction legisla- 
tion. Is our colleague from California, Mr. Cohelan, here ? 

Mr. Coneian. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JEFFERY COHELAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Courian. Mr. Chairman and distinguished colleagues, I ap- 
preciate having the chance to testify today in favor of the legislation 
to extend the Federal Airport Act. 

I am pleased to appear in order to advise of the importance of this 
legislation to the county I serve, Alameda County, and specifically to 
Metropolitan Oakland International Airport. 

I want to submit the following remarks for the record in support 
of the bill. Thank you very much. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 

Following is a statement for the record by Mr. Don W. Martin, manager of 
Oakland International Airport: 

“Oakland, like many other typical American cities, will soon feel the tremen- 
dous impact of air travel progress, the placing in use of jet aircraft. 
baicen believe that a continuous Federal aid to airport program is necessary 

se : 

“(a) A national airport system adequate for the needs of civil aviation is 
essential to the national economy and safety, 

“(b) A large capital outlay will be required over the next 5 years to provide 


the capital improvements necessary to accommodate new types of aircraft and in- 
creases in air traffic, and 


“(c) The available State and municipal funds, including those derived from 
concessionaires and airport users, will not be sufficient to provide all the neces- 
sary funds.” 

Mr. Coneian. Gentlemen, I would add to these remarks for your 
information, that Metropolitan Oakland International Airport is now 
and has been an important air stop, located as it is in one of the four 
major transportation centers along the west coast. It serves its own 
major metropolitan and industrial community. 

_ If Oakland Airport is to continue to meet the needs of national and 
mternational air carriers and particularly the jet traffic which is al- 
ready beginning, it must expand quickly and extensively. 
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Oakland International Airport’s present expansion program to 
provide jet runways, taxiways, aprons, and terminal totals $17. 
500,000. A survey of anticipated development costs shows that $19. 
087,000 would be required for the 4 years ending December 31, 1969, ’ 

Oakland International Airport has demonstrated its ability to 
raise matching funds on a local basis and has already received ap. 
proval by the Federal Aeronautics Authority of $5,700,000 in projects, 
Of this amount, $1 million has been earmarked under the Federal] 
Airport Act. 

Gentlemen, I submit that Oakland International Airport is clearly 
in need of expansion to meet the needs of the jet age, is able to direct 
local funds to this project, but cannot meet the full costs of necessary 
developments and is, therefore, in need of Federal assistance if it js 
to fulfill its role in a national airport system. 

Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much for your interest and ap- 
pearance here this morning. 

Is Mr. George DeMent here? 

Mr. DeMeEnt. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. DeMent, we would be glad to hear from you 
at this time. , 

I believe you are vice president of the Airport Operators Council, 
and commissioner of public works for the city of Chicago, and you 
have with you E. Thomas Burnard, executive director of the Airport 
Operators Council here in Washington. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE DeMENT, VICE PRESIDENT, AIRPORT 
OPERATORS COUNCIL AND COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC WORKS 
FOR THE CITY OF CHICAGO; ACCOMPANIED BY E. THOMAS 
BURNARD, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, AIRPORT OPERATORS 
COUNCIL, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. DeMent. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is George DeMent. I am the commissioner of the department 
of public works of the city of Chicago. We operate Meigs Field, 
which is a downtown general aviation airport, Midway Airport, 
which is considered to be the busiest civil airport in the United States 
and perhaps the world, and O’Hare Field, which is our new inter- 
national airport now under development. My statement before you 
today, however, will be in my capacity as vice president of the Air- 
port Operators Council, of which I am also a director. 

Appearing with me is Mr. E. Thomas Burnard, executive vice 
president of the Airport Operators Council, who heads our Washing- 
ton office and has been associated with airport, airline, military, and 
other aspects of aviation since he became a licensed pilot in 1940. 
Supplementing the statement I will make on behalf of the council 
will be statements by representatives of some of our individual mem- 
bers who will give details as to how their interests are affected by 
this proposed legislation. 

The Airport Operators Council is a nonprofit trade organization 
comprised of the organizations and agencies which own or operate 
the principal airports of continental United States, Hawaii, and 
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Puerto Rico, which are served by the airlines. In addition, we operate 
many general aviation airports for our communities. AOC member 
sirports serve over 75 percent of the U.S. domestic scheduled airline 
enplaned passengers and nearly 100 percent of the overseas and inter- 
national enplaned passengers. Approximately half of the AOC mem- 
bers are municipal departments and the other half are comprised of 
authorities, boards, commissions, and other forms of management. 

Although the council includes one non-U.S. members, two privately 
operated, and one federally owned airport, in accordance with our by- 
laws, only United States members have participated in the prepara- 
tion of this statement and the deliberations leading thereto, and we 
are speaking only on behalf of our local public agency members. 

Mr. Chairman, the Airport Operators Council heartily endorses the 
purpose and intent of H.R. 1011, introduced by Mr. Harris of Ar- 
kansas; H.R. 2507, introduced by Mr. Van Zandt, of Pennsylvania; 
HLR. 2911, introduced by Mr. McFall, of California; H.R. 3378, in- 
troduced by Mr. Tollefson, of Washington; H.R. 1787, introduced by 
Mr. Boggs, of Louisiana; H.R. 1056, introduced by Mr. Roberts, of 
Alabama; and S. 1, passed by the Senate last week and referred to 
this committee. All of these would extend the Federal Airport Act 
and increase the level of the program. 

We are greatly heartened not only by the fact that sponsorship of 
this proposed legislation comes from Members of both parties, but 
also fieeanse the administration has made a proposal for continuing 
a program for airport development, and although inadequate, it thus 
oficially recognizes the urgency of the need. This we believe further 
emphasizes the wisdom of the House in the 85th Congress when it 
passed by a vote of more than 4 to 1, S. 3502, a bill substantially like 
the above bills in the 86th Congress. 

Although the President’s veto of S. 3502 reflected doubt on the 
part of some as to the Federal responsibility for the development of 
an adequate system of public airports to meet the needs of the Na- 
tion’s economy, welfare, and defense, we wish to reiterate here that 
the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, the Federal Airport Act of 1946, 
and the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 all express the will of Congress 
and place upon the executive branch the responsibility and authority 
for the development of civil aeronautics and air commerce—including 

irports. 

our distinguished chairman clearly recognized this Federal re- 
sponsibility when he recently told a Washington audience that: 

The Federal Airport Act, by providing Federal funds to match local funds, 
has provided the country with a national airport system essential to the com- 
merce of the United States and vital to national defense. By providing funds 
for the sponsor’s contributions, local taxpayers have performed a great national 
service. We should not, therefore, saddle the local taxpayers with the entire 


burden of providing airports for the jet age. (Address by the Honorable Oren 
Harris, Member of Congress, before the Aero Club of Washington, November 25, 
958. ) 


The Federal Airport Act of 1946—the administration of which is 
now the responsibility of the Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Agency—requires him to prepare annually a national airport plan 
specifying projects “necessary to provide a system of public airports 
adequate to anticipate and meet the needs of civil aeronautics.” 
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It also authorizes the Administrator, within the limits of amounts 
authorized or appropriated by Congress, to make grants of funds to 
sponsors for airport development— 
in order to bring about * * * the establishment of a nationwide system of 
public airports adequate to meet the present and future needs of civil aero. 
nautics. 

Please note that the law says a “system of public airports,” not 
just runways as some propose that it be interpreted. 

In 1946, when this act was passed, there were already numeroys 
State and municipal airports throughout the country. The purpose 
of the act was to encourage their Soveliipinent and improvement ag 
well as to encourage the establishment of new airports. The Nationa] 
Airport System was to be effectuated by cooperation between the Fed. 
eral Government and the States and their municipalities. While the 
ownership and operation of the airports was to remain in the States 
and municipalities, the costs of all necessary future additions, exten. 
sions and improvements were to be shared. 

By the adoption of the act, Congress recognized that a sound civil 
aviation system is essential to the well-being of the country; that air. 
ports are an integral part of air transportation ; and that the State and 
municipal airports are not mere local improvements important only 
to local residents, but are of direct importance and concern to the en- 
tire Nation. 

Under the share-the-cost plan embodied in the Federal Airport 
Act, a great system of modern airports is being developed. It is, 
however, one which may quickly become inadequate and obsolete by 
reason of increases in the volume of air traffic, increases in the size 
of aircraft and changes in aircraft design and methods of propulsion, 
It is only by the continued expenditure of large sums—both local and 
Federal—for extensions, additions and improvements that the Na- 
tional Airport System can keep pace with the growth and develo 
ment of air transportation and be kept adequate to meet the necks 
of civil aeronautics. 

The capital expenditures which will be required during the next 
5-year period are greatly in excess of the State and local funds which 
will be available, including revenues derived from user charges and 
other airport sources. Unless the Federal Government contributes its 
fair share, the National Airport System will become the bottleneck 
of future air transportation in this country. 

A sound civil air transportation system is as vital to the national 
economy, both in time of peace and in time of war, as is a sound indus- 
trial system. A national and international air transportation system 
without adequate airports at which aircraft can land and take off and 
at which passengers and freight can be adequately accommodated 
would indeed negate all the technological advances in the aircraft; 
in the navigational and communications facilities; and in the air 
traffic control and airways system. 

If we are to have an efficient systems planning of air transporta- 
tion in this country, we must integrate in our thinking not only how 
the aircraft are going to speed safely through the air at subsonic or 
supersonic speeds, but we must also include how they are going to 
get loaded, unloaded, take off and land, and maneuver on the ground. 
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Delays in the air are frequently caused by delays on the ground. 
And delays on the tr can result from inadequate passenger and 
baggage handling facilities and from inadequate ramp space just as 
much as it can from inadequate runways and taxiways. 

Your distinguished chairman also recognized that fact when he 
recently said : 

Without adequate terminal facilities, our air transport system would break 
down. 

With reference to the expected proposal by the administration to 


eliminate or reduce F ederal participation in terminal building, Con- 
gressman Harris continued: 


We went through that fight in 1955 when the present program was estab- 
lished. That was after the Department of Commerce had adopted a policy of 
excluding terminal buildings from this program for fiscal year 1955. At that 
time the local sponsors made out a very convincing case for Federal aid to con- 
struct terminal buildings. After all, an airport is more than a landing strip. 
Without adequate terminal facilities, our airtransport system would break 
down. 

Those who are not conversant with the current policies of the Fed- 
eral Aviation Agency having to do with the expenditure of Federal 
funds for terminal buildings and related areas may be pleasantly sur- 
prised_to learn that the screening process is very rigid and assures 
expenditures on only those projects of proven need. 

irst, airports are screened as to aeronautical necessity. Each year 
such a priority is assigned to each airport in the National Airport 
plan, and only those of highest priority can participate in the limited 
Federal funds. 

Second, projects for which Federal funds are requested are then 
dassified on the basis of (a) safety, (5) efficiency, and (c) 
convenience. 

Since runways, taxiways and the like are obviously safety items, 
no Federal money will be spent at a given airport for a terminal 
building if runways are needed. One of the reasons the terminals at 
some of our great airports today are inadequate is because the com- 
munity as well as the Federal Government have been concentrating 
on the runways and safety matters to the detriment of the efficiency 
of the airport and the convenience of the public. 

Third, currently there exists an arbitrary $114 million limit on 
the Federal participation in any given project in a given fiscal year. 
Thus, on huge terminal developments costing from $5 to $150 million 
each, this Federal contribution is but a small proportion of the whole. 

And lastly, with specific reference to what segments are eligible for 
Federal aid in terminal building construction, FAA policies today 
provide the following: 


Federal aid airport program funds may be used to develop adequate airport 
buildings to the extent necessary to satisfy the functional requirements of civil 
aviation. Facilities associated with the airport terminal buildings will be eligi- 
ble for Federal funds only to the extent that such facilities are required for the 
safety and reasonable comfort and convenience of passengers and users of the 

rt. 


Gentlemen, we believe that these safeguards and particularly this 
language from the Administrator’s own policy gives you and the Fed- 
eral taxpayers assurance that there will be no wild spending of Fed- 








144 FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS, 1959 


eral funds on “bars and fancy cocktail lounges.” ‘To be doubly sure 
you may wish to insert that paragraph, the paragraph just mentioned, 
in the law in lieu of the language proposed in S. 1 or H.R. 1011 or 
other bills relating to this matter. We believe it will fulfill the intent 
of these proposals and yet eliminate some of the administrative com. 
plications we anticipate under the proposed language. 

Thus, “gate to gate” systems planning, in our opinion, must be 
from airport gate to airport gate, not just airplane gate to airplane 
gate“as some propose. 

We believe therefore that among the compelling and urgent reasons 
both for the continuation of the Federal airport program and for a 
substantial increase in its level, are the following: 

First, stability in civil airport development, which was seriously 
endangered by the veto of last year’s bill to extend the program, will 
be lost unless substantial Federal aid is provided. 

Second, the national and international character of air transporta- 
tion, its importance to our national economy and national defense, and 
the role of airports as an essential adjunct to our Federal airways sys- 
tems, all require that the Federal Government provide adequate finan- 
cial contributions to assure that airport capacity will be kept in bal- 
ance with (a) airway capacity, (b) the technological developments in 
aeronautics, and (c) the ever-increasing air transportation needs of 
the Nation. 

Third, the air traffic growth in the United States continues un- 
abated. Aircraft operations have quadrupled since 1946 and they 
are forecast to do the same in the next 10 to 12 years. 

Fourth, the capital investment needed to bring the airport facilities 
up to the present and future requirements of the Nation’s air trans- 
portation system is far beyond the capabilities of the local communi- 
ties alone. The Federal Government must continue to contribute its 
fair share. 


1. THE IMPORTANCE OF STABILITY IN THE FEDERAL AIRPORT PROGRAM 


The leadtime in airport development—that is the time necessary 
to do the enormous detail of planning, financing and construction of 
airports and airport improvements—constitutes one of the most dif- 
ficult and critical problems with which we are faced. 

For instance, before major airport construction jobs can be under- 
taken by local public bodies, it is first necessary to obtain compre- 
hensive engineering studies. These can only be obtained after an ex- 
tensive survey of the needs of the aeronautical users, the requirements 
of the nonaeronautical purposes to be served, the application of cri- 
teria and development guides of the Federal Government, and then all 
of this must be integrated into the factors of terrain, climatic condi- 
tions, surface transportation and the myriad of other factors which 
will influence the ultimate effectiveness of the contemplated improve- 
ments. 

Decisions must be made as to method of financing the State or 
municipal Share of the cost of the projects. Before local funds can 
be raised, the taxpayers or bond purchasers must be convinced of the 
need for the improvements, the economic feasibility of the operation, 
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and also of the availability of the Federal share of the cost. To ob- 
tain Federal funds, there are the usual Government procedures which 
include submission of comprehensive engineering plans and numerous 
other details which are intended to protect the investment of the Fed- 
eral Government. 

When financing has been arranged, then detailed specifications must 
be developed for various stages of the construction, bids let and con- 
tract awards made, and finally construction begins. 

All of this may take as long as 5 or 6 years, and a minimum time for 
major projects—from start of plans to finished construction—is at 
Jeast 18 months to 2 years. 

Because of this leadtime, the effectiveness of the Federal aid pro- 
gram is related directly to its stability both as to time and funds. For 
this reason we favor S. 1, H.R. 1011, and the other bills which would 
provide for planning to at least June 30, 1963. 

Since 1955, when assurance was given by the Congress of at least 4 
years at $63 million per year, the communities, for the first time, were 
able to develop specific long-range plans. Last year because the funds 
available to that time had been inadequate to achieve the tremendous 
improvements needed, we were in a critical period. Because 8. 3502 of 
the last Congress did not become law, we are now in a still more 
critical situation. 


2, AIRPORT CAPACITY MUST BE KEPT IN BALANCE WITH THE AIR TRANS- 
PORTATION NEEDS OF THE NATION 


An airport is not merely a local facility. It is part of a system— 
both national and international. 

In this respect, it is like a telephone. A single telephone instrument 
has no utility unless it is a part of a system. Our great airports at 
laces like New York, Miami, San Juan, Los Angeles, San Francisco, 

onolulu, Seattle, and Chicago to name but a few are presently part 
of a national and an international system of air transportation. The 
day is fast approaching when places like Atlanta, Pittsburgh, Kansas 
City, St. Louis, Denver, and other so-called inland cities which now 
feed passengers into the international airports may be as integral to 
the worldwide system of air transportation as are the coastal cities 
today. 

The Congress visualized this in 1946 when it enacted the Federal 
Airport Act for the establishment of a nationwide system of public 
airports adequate to meet the present and future needs of civil 
aeronautics. 

Although there have been times in the last decade during which it 
appeared that the executive branch of the Federal Government may 
have lost sight of this objective, the report by Mr. E. P. Curtis to the 
President on aviation facilities planning stated clearly that, 

Airports are an integral part of the system of aviation facilities. However, 
unlike other elements of the system, airports are designed, built, financed, and 
operated by local authorities. The increase in overall traffic will require a mod- 
ernization of airports and an increase in their numbers. This imposes the 


necessity for coordinated national and local effort to insure that airports do not 
become a neglected element of the system, and thus be a future bottleneck. 
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And, as I said earlier, we were happy to learn at the commencement 
of these hearings that the administration has now officially recognized, 
for the first time, that airports do play an important role in air trans. 
portation—although it appears that their proposal does not fully ap. 
preciate the comprehensiveness of this role. 

The imbalance that will result if airports are a neglected element of 
the system is apparent if we consider that the Federal Aviation 
Agency will be spending hundreds of millions of dollars on improv. 
ing the air traffic control and air navigation system in order (1) to 
meet the predicted increases in airline traffic and in general aviation 
traffic in the next 10 to 15 years and (2) to speed aircraft safely 
through the airlanes at subsonic speeds of about 600 mph. 

To increase the airways capacity vastly without making provision 
for equivalent increase in airport capacity, including the passenger, 
baggage, and cargo handling facilities, as well as those exclusively 
for the aircraft, would obviously be folly. 

For our system of air transportation to serve the Nation properly, 
airport capacity must be kept in balance with (1) airway capacity, 
(2) the technological improvements in the aircraft, and (3) the con- 
templated increased numbers of passengers, aircraft, mail, and goods, 


3. AVIATION’S PHENOMENAL GROWTH PUTS HUGE DEMANDS ON AIRPORT 
DEVELOPMENT 


In 1946, the year that Congress passed the initial Federal Airport 
Act, the Nation’s domestic airlines carried slightly more than 12 
million passengers a grand total of about 6 billion passenger-miles, 
In 1957, these figures had risen to more than 44 million passen 
and over 26 billion passenger miles. In 1957, air transport al 
an historic point in traffic development, for in that year the domestic 
airlines became the Nation’s leading mode of passenger transport 
exceeding both the railroads and the intercity buses in passenger- 
miles. During this period, total aircraft operations—not. counting 
local training flights—increase from 4 million to over 16 million. 

Furthermore, this past growth is only an indication of the future 
that lies ahead for air transport. All responsible forecasts predict 
this continued high rate of growth and expansion to 1970-75. 

For example, the historically conservative Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministration—before it became part of the Federal Aviation Agency— 
has predicted that the Nation’s airlines will carry 66 million pas 
sengers and fly 35 billion passenger-miles by 1960, just. 1 short year 
away, and approximately double that again by 1970. Aircraft move- 
ments are expected to increase to 35 million by 1970. 

This growth in airline passenger transportation has been, and will 
be, more than matched by other segments of aviation. General avia- 
tion shows a future growth substantially in excess of scheduled air 
transport, reflecting the rapid acceptance of aviation as an aid to 
business and agriculture. The general aviation fleet today numbers 
more than 60,000 active aircraft compared to 1,800 aircraft operated 
by the scheduled airlines. Itinerant aircraft—nonairline—movements 
are expected to increase 400 percent by 1975, according to the Curtis 
report of 1957. 
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In terms of airport facilities, the Curtis report predicts a need 
for doubling the airport capacity for handling aircraft and says 
that “Ground facilities dealing directly with passengers will require 
even more spectacular increases in capacity.” 

Those who travel by air are well aware of the congestion at termi- 
nals such as Midway Airport in Chicago, La Guardia at New York, 
and Minneapolis-St. Paul, to name but a few of the present facilities 
which are bursting at the seams because of this growth. This over- 
crowded condition is being alleviated to some extent by the increased 
and improved facilities, such as the new O’Hare Field at Chicago, 
the new terminal] areas under construction at La Guardia, the Twin 
Cities, Miami, Los Angeles, New Orleans, and the recently completed 
modern terminals at places such as Cleveland, Columbus, lee New 
York International, Portland, and St. Louis, to name but a few. 

But even these great improvements haven’t yet matched the present 
demands, and the additional requirements for the future is our real 
concern. 


4, THE HUGE CAPITAL INVESTMENT NEEDED IN AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 


In order to determine the magnitude of the capital investment 
needs of the Nation’s airports, a national airport survey was con- 
ducted in 1958 jointly by the National Association of State Aviation 
Officials, the Airport Operators Council, and the American Associa- 
tion of Airport Executives. 

Questionnaires were sent to the airport authority or community 

ting each of the 2,874 public airports in continental United 
States, awail, Puerto Rico, and Alaska, and to those communities 
known to be contemplating the development of a new public air- 
port. The recipients of the questionnaires were advised that the pur- 
pose of the survey was “to provide a current appraisal of the funds 
required to develop public airport facilities during the next 4 fiscal 
years (July 1, 1958, to June 30, 1962) to meet present and. expected 
civil aviation requirements” and, “more specifically * * * to deter- 
mine whether a deficiency exists between funds required and funds 
available locally, and if so, the amount thereof.” 

The 1,255 replies received (about 44 percent of the total of 
$1,066,945,661 of planned airport development in the 4-year period. 
About half of this, or $521 million, was either on hand or anticipated 
from local sources and another $68 million was anticipated from 
State sources but a deficit of $477,285,308 was left. 

This $477 million deficit was spread fairly uniformly over the 
next 4 years with requirements of $102 to $132 million per year. The 
amounts set forth in S. 1, H.R. 1011, and related bills appear to be 
correctly based upon the assumption that the requirements will con- 
tinue to be as great to 1963 or 1964. 

This information has been tabulated by States and, with your per- 
mission, we would like to insert it in the record. 
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(The document referred to is as follows :) 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS, 
ATRPORT OPERATORS COUNCIL, 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVEs, 
January. 20, 1958. 


NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY, 4-YEAR PERIOD 1958-62 


In order to obtain a current appraisal of the funds required to develop public 
airport facilities during the next 4 fiscal years (July 1, 1958, to June 30, 1962), 
three organizations, the National Association of State Aviation Officials, the 
Airport Operators Council, and the American Association of Airport Executives, 
jointly conducted a national survey during November and December 1957, 4 
State supervisor designated for each State and Territory sent a questionnaire to 
all known airport authorities and/or communities in his State that now own a 
public airport, or who contemplate development of a new public airport during 
the next 4 years. The State supervisor tabulated the replies for his State and 
compiled a State (or Territorial) summary. These summaries were sent to 
the national survey headquarters in Washington, where they were tabulated and 
compiled on a national basis. 

Of the 2,874 public airports in the continental United States and Territories to 
which questionnaires were sent, 1,255 responded and reported 1,138 projects 
planned during the next 4 years. 

Total reported cost for land acquisition and for landing area and terminal aréa 
development planned during this 4-year period is $1,066,945,661 ; $521,146,951 of 
this cost is estimated to become available from local sources, and $68,513,402 
from State sources, for a total of $589,660,353, leaving a deficit of $477,285,308. 

Additional funds to meet this deficit of over $477 million will be needed as 
follows: 


Baeees wear eeame June 30, 2000... . in peda $128, 657, 7 

Fiscal year ending June 30, 1960_........-.._.--.-.-...-.-.---.- 131, 792, 064 
ABeRs WORT GSROINS JUNC BU, 10)... s nn eine meebo neces 114, 915, 094 
SUN: UE MNUUREERIE eR TIOUEY GPU, RAR ig chess cite on cnet neem coenee as oes heise omseyen 101, 920, 420 


On the next page will be found a tabulation of the 4-year national airport 
survey with totals by States and Territories. 

Attached also is a tabulation of the publicly and privately owned airports in 
each State, together with the number of based aircraft at these airports. 
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| National airport survey 4-year period July 1, 1958, to June 30, 1962, jointly con- 
ducted by National Association of State Aviation Officials, Airport Operators 
Council, and American Association of Airport Executives 
| Funds avail- 
kc Publicly Airports Cost of able and Additional 
owned reporting projects anticipated funds 
airports projects planned from local needed 
planned and State 
® sources 
lic ae soa Re 
2) > —— 
, STATES 
the ee 45 | 16 | $16,260,000} $8,130,000 | $8, 130, 000 
eS, Arizona. -.----- Le 34 11 11, 087, 825 6, 469, 705 4, 618, 120 
A Meee. 2..=-------- me 36 | 10 1, 688, 016 1, 055, 000 633, 016 
California. ------- Z 234 | 43 128, 596, 386 | 101, 903, 433 26, 692, 953 
to Colorado. .----- Se Sie e tos 56 18 24, 175, 010 11, 525, 522 12, 649, 488 
na Connecticut. - - -- 8 ° 11, 861, 000 6, 658, 760 5, 202, 240 
, news o= o sadeecccoeses < ose aecadecn 6 aghmeocoseae —- 
ing — [oat ob ipdwh Se « edi 100 | 12 11, 800, 000 9, 386, 500 2, 413, 500 
ind Georgia..--- -- se 33 63 13 21, 576, 814 11, 291, 754 10, 285, 060 
to SES cineca aus ocecsas= = 98 19 3, 133, 260 516, 540 2, 616, 720 
ind 5 RE ae 50 7 82, 225, 000 61, 229, 500 20, 995, 500 
Indiana. _---- eh gaa 37 | 39 14, 367, 050 7, 765, 450 6, 601, 600 
aaa ....----- : ‘ ; 61 | 49 | 8, 254, 072 4, 594, 151 3, 659, 921 
3 to Kenees.....------- Sa RaCnGs <n 110 8 326, 290 148, 815 177, 475 
ets Kentueky - - icpiliabot 23 37 19, 882, 500 9, 982, 250 9, 900, 250 
: Louisiana. - -- =. 42 | 11 | 16, 442, 413 12, 171, 040 4, 271, 373 
SE ee 28 | 14 | 3, 585, 500 1, 764, 128 1, 821, 372 
reas | = Maryland... --.-.-...- 12 5 13, 598,500 | 1,674,250 | 11,924. 250 
L of Massachusetts... --.---- pa ae 23 38 26, 804, 500 5, 691, 000 21, 113, 500 
Michigan... -- - let niittiewns 128 125 64, 182, 735 34, 721, 385 29, 461, 350 
402 BIN. os b= gabe se 556-240. 7 19 29, 502,600 | 16, 937, 950 12, 564, 650 
:. RL,  Cababe a. ias-3acesas~ 35 19 4, 575, 500 3, 894, 500 681, 000 
CR i oi cb. 0a ssks wenn 49 19 13, 334, 925 5, 562, 850 7, 772, 075 
as nea gua , 103 24 5, 022, 008 2, 011, 429 3, 010, 579 
Nebraska.....- - : ; 79 13 6, 082, 875 2, 656, 243 3, 426, 632 
Nevada - __- et ee 51 8 5, 767, 000 3, 160, 066 2, 606, 934 
730 New Hampshire __.- ; 13 9 1, 890, 670 | 945, 335 945, 335 
064 New Jersey -... hoa 13 4 28,725,000 | 13, 697, 500 15, 027, 500 
094 New Mexico-..... arose 47 17 16, 506, 160 7, 830, 230 8, 675, 930 
oh 66 ob ube bob cteece <a 49 26 135, 378, 888 67, 267, 800 68, 111, 088 
420 North Carolina... _- = 36 8 12, 033, 000 4, 825, 000 7, 208, 000 
North Dakota_-- 2 aise 68 | 12 1, 722, 000 885, 400 836, 600 
ort SE iubesa.- sa wniedealits 47 20 40,769,710 | 13, 550, 240 27, 219, 470 
Oklahoma.....--.---.---- wane 75 | 17 25, 183, 805 14, 561, 517 10, 622, 288 
i on ies ecntdawe 54 | 15 7, 552, 694 4, 844, 180 2, 708, 514 
$s i I nec olnonesccnectve 49 | 29 91, 284, 399 45, 632, 826 45, 651, 573 
Rhode Island___. ; : ea 4 | 4 3, 028, 250 1, 514, 125 1, 514, 125 
South Carolina. ... Sora 34 | 20 5, 166, 000 2, 770, 000 2, 396, 000 
South Dakota-.---.-...- Sep aaa ate Ske 55 28 1, 649, 400 775, 218 874, 182 
aS at 43 41 28, 102, 400 19, 035, 550 9, 066, 850 
EG becocaieh » sorts ht dah 181 35 28, 342, 474 15, 496, 329 12, 846, 145 
Utah.......- ; ae 47 17 8, 750, 657 4, 540, 135 4, 210, 522 
Vous. c...<.<.... eA: 11 11 2, 274, 750 1, 137, 375 1, 137, 375 
Virginia. ........ ene 31 | 22 8, 753, 592 3, 719, 450 5, 034, 142 
Washington - - - 7 89 | 17 8, 101, 965 | 4, 604, 880 3, 497, 085 
West Virginia. __ ; sal 27 9 8, 928, 000 4, 064, 300 4, 863, 700 
Wisconsin... .-- - - - pPbeesuapel 63 29 15, 214, 500 7, 744, 950 7, 469, 550 
Wyoming. - -- Mts ; | 37 23 2, 236, 568 1, 207, 942 | 1, 028, 626 
ee ae  : seanaemas Pek 
Total, States... .-- ce 2, 678 | 1,079 | 1,025, 726,661 | 571,552,503 | 454,174,158 
TERRITORIES 
RG hn. 5 ee Bites 178 | 51 15, 903, 500 1, 838, 850 14, 064, 650 
i as oo oui ---=-] 14 | 5 21, 231, 500 14, 000, 000 7, 231, 500 
Puerto Rico. .......-- es | 4 3 4, 084, 000 2, 269, 000 | 1, 815, 000 
Total, Territories... 196 | 59 | 41,219,000 | 18,107,850 | 23, 111, 150 
i SE ee 2, 874 1, 138 1, 066, 945, 661 | 589, 660, 353 477, 285, 308 
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Mr. DeMeEnt. We are pleased to learn during hearings on §, 1 jp 
the Senate that the Federal Aviation Agency has recently completed 
a national survey of airport needs for the calendar years 1959 through 
1962. That survey shows a total need of almost $1.3 billion for q 
total of 3,258 airports, 78.3 percent of which is needed for air com. 
merce airports and 21.7 percent for general aviation airports, 

We also have a tabulation which we would like to insert in the ree. 
ord showing the distribution by States of the proposed $100 million 
per annum (75 percent of this is based upon a State allocation for. 
mula) which would be apportioned among the States pursuant to see. 
tion 6(a) of the act if this bill is adopted. And this exhibit we would 
6(a) of the act if this bill is adopted. And this exhibit we would 
like in the record, Mr. Chairman. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


EXHIBIT B-1 


Annual distribution of $100,000,000 


proposed under pending legislation 








State Apportionment ! State Apportionment! 
cs Nektar Snicteion ah $1, 323, 951 | North Dakota ~-.--_--____ $959, 4138 
Set eee 2; 392, 577 
i ines Seite ., aon, Cas ) eee - =; 1, 382, 314 
I to 1, 062; 388 | Bremen 66 se 1, 475, 868 
I eed 4, 328, 990 | Pennsylvania______.—_____ 3, 011, 706 
SSC heen 1, 512, 500 | Rhode. Island............. 201, 332 
CROC. eens 538, 739 | South Carolina_._..___-__ 859, 311 
RIN Se ee 102, 886 | South Dakota__.__..__-____ 1, 040, 656 
District of Columbia____~~ 100, 450 | Tennessee... | See 
NR is Sawin arabic emesis 1, O45 ,.546, | DEMME mace adace obo 4, 898, 480 
Sn i ail hp ee | RIE. nc ethsn cco ee 1, 139, 721 
nd oe .. 2Gnreee | Vermont...........<<...... 199, 842 
I IE cain clientes sine ee oS ie yt eee 1, 271, 457 
0 Es 1, 350, 169 | Washington________..._._.__. 1,374,445 
i ks ais 1, 267, 184 | West Virginia ___________- 752, 292 
Re iiianseebla cs inca ain 1; 3eGrent te 1, 573, 685 
A 1, 160,856 | Wenn a Se 1, 195, 088 
CR Sr i de 1, 204, 282 —_—_—— 
i as eh 610, 799 Total State appor- 
a i Bi ccna 695, 421 tionment_____-_-_- 73, 500, 000 
Massachusetts_____._.____- 1, 214, 862 | Discretionary funds *___--_ 23, 750, 000 
0 EE ee eee 2, 619, 774 ee 
a ar, sw Ss ie 1, 697, 627 Total funds for conti- 
OO 1, 070, 418 nental United States 97, 250, 000 
| ae 1, 736, 412 —— 
a a a sd 1, 832, 393 Territory 
I Se OT OU ONE oii sen Sikes ssn mice eee 1, 250, 000 
I i ke ws 1, 309, 495 | Puerto Rico ___._______--- 1, 000, 000 
New Hampshire __....__-- 233, 092 | Virgin Islands ______--__~-- 500, 000 


1, 237, 639 ~ 
1, 560, 678 Total, Territories __- 

4, 126, 535 
1, 566, 642 


peewee... ui 
Rew eenieo ................ 
RN ne icc anes 
North Carolina _...._____- 


2, 750, 000 





Grand total_______- 100, 000, 000 


175 percent of the total, or $71,250,000, is apportioned for projects in each State on an 
area-population formula ; 25 percent is discretionary, and may be allocated without regard 
to State boundaries. 

? Alaska’s apportionment is based upon 
legislation. 


Mr. DeMent. We recently asked our members for a more current 
summary of their future needs in order to determine if any significant 
changes have occurred since the national survey last year. The replies 
received to date show no substantial change in the overall picture 
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githough the situation of some individual airports has worsened and 
others have improved. 

We know that the billion dollar estimate for airport development is 
conservative not only because numerically it does not include all of 
the nation’s public airports, but also because many of the require- 
ments for operation of jet aircraft are still unknown and were there- 
fore not fully taken into account in these plans. Lg 

Further, since the original survey, the Federal Aviation Agency 
has increased the standards for runway lengths from a Maximum of 
8,400 feet to 10,500 feet. At sea level, that’s 2 miles of concrete under 
standard conditions. Local temperatures and elevation above sea level 
can boost this to as much as 14,000 to 15,000 feet, in order to accommo- 
date the new big jets. ; 

Depending upon the number of runways that will have to be built, 
extended or strengthened for the jets, together with cost of acquiring 
and clearing approaches, as well as the construction of associated taxi- 
ways, runup pads, and ramp and terminal building facilities, we be- 
lieve that as a conservative estimate several hundred additional mil- 
lions may be needed in the next few years. 

The heavy demands of population growth has taxed to the limit, in 
many communities, the ability to raise large amounts for the schools, 
sewers, streets, hospitals, utilities, and other requirements of our 
modern civilization, which from the standpoint of the local taxpayer 
normally takes precedence over airports. 

We airport operators do our utmost to put our facilities on a self- 
supporting basis and seek to assure that so far as practicable the costs 
of providing, maintaining and operating airports will be charged to 
airport users and concessionaires. Nevertheless it is only by continued, 
and more substantial contribution from the Federal Government that 
the necessary capital improvements to airports can be achieved. The 
unavoidable and sobering fact is that the huge capital outlays required 
for airport improvements quickly outstrip airport revenues and the 
rapid growth and obsolescence factor in aviation has made impos- 
sible the building of reserves for such continued explosive growth. 

It has been and will continue to be a real struggle and sacrifice by 
local communities to raise the matching funds necessary to obtain the 
Federal funds which have been available to date. However, the need 
for additional Federal funds to provide a national system of civil air- 

rts is clearly evident in the historically substantial excess of requests 

y communities for Federal aid over the available funds. 

For example, the Commerce Department announced the allocation 
of $63 million Federal airport program funds for the fiscal year 1959. 
But there were nearly $200 million of sponsor’s requests which the 
CAA had on file for the Federal share of necessary airport improve- 
ments in fiscal 1959. And for our own AOC members who submitted 
requests for fiscal 1959 for $129 million of urgently needed improve- 
ments, only $29 million was allocated. We have a detailed tabulation 
of this information which we would like to insert in the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 
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Mr. DeMent. We believe it is perfectly clear, therefore, that the 
$65 million discretionary which would be made available under S. 1 
immediately, and the $100 million for each of the fiscal years 1960 
shrongh 1963 is not only justified but sorely needed, and we believe 
that 


the FAA could make almost immediate allocation of these dis- 
cretionary funds. 


Following this presentation representatives from Tulsa and New 
Orleans will provide additional details. You have already had de- 
tails from Los Angeles, and you will hear other typical case histories 
during the course of these hearings. 


In addition, I would like permission to insert in the record at this 


int communications we have received from some of our other 
members as follows: 


To conserve your time I will not read them but would like to have 
them inserted in the record with your permission. 
(The document referred to is as follows :) 


SAN FRANCISCO 


Despite the fact that San Francisco’s electorate has approved general obliga- 
tion bond commitments in the amount of $55 million for expansion and develop- 
ment of SFIA since World War II we are hard pressed to keep pace with the 
requirements for jet aircraft. During the present fiscal year our capital 
expenditures for improvements, either certified to or in progress, amount to 
$4 million. The 1959-60 schedule of expenditures will require $6 million and 
1960-61 $8 million in an effort to keep abreast with the industry’s basic require- 
ments. This does not include capital expenditures by airlines and others for 
the facilities which they use on an exclusive basis. Our last general obligation 
bond issue was approved in 1956 in the amount of $25 million. By 1961 $18 
million will have been expended leaving $7 million for improvements for period 
subsequent to 1961. Despite the substantial amounts made available loeally 
plus Federal airport aid it has been necessary to trim our expenditures and 
plang to meet the availability of funds. Obviously, with the funds available 
our runway lengths will not meet the new runway length criteria and other 


important developments cannot be undertaken without Federal airport aid. 
Urge strong support of 8. 1. 


Memphis, TENN. 


Due to our large expansion program at Memphis Municipal Airport, we 
are vitally interested in the airport program introduced in the 86th Congress, 
as it is imperative that we have the aid and assistance provided for in that 
legislation. 

We at Memphis are progressing very rapidly with our final plans for a vast 
expansion program for our airport to include two new parallel runways, new 
terminal building, new access roads, one of the access roads to be an underpass 
under one of the runways to the terminal area; also, the acquisition of property 
for clear zones for approaches to our runways in order to eliminate any obstruc- 
tions or hazardous conditions which might exist or could exist in the future. 
We also propose to protect our approaches in order that we may have as safe an 
operation as feasibly possible and to use our landing areas to the fullest extent. 
Of course, all of the foregoing inures to our national defense as well as to civie 
aviation in general. 

Our master plan has been approved by the Federal Aviation Agency for our 
expansion program and it is estimated that our ultimate cost of this program 
will be between $12 and $14 million. 

We feel that the airports are just as vital to the transportation of our country 
as the expressways, and we would like to see the Government participate in the 
programs of the expansion of airports to the same extent to which it participates 
inexpressways and highways for ground transportation. 

We know that you are familiar with the Monroney S. 1 bill, but we would 


like to call your attention to the urgency that this bill be passed as soon as 
possible. 
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OAKLAND, CALIF. 


Oakland, Calif., like many another typical American city, is feeli 
tremendous impact of air travel progress, the placing in use of jet Revie = 
It was at first represented to the public and to the cities who operate airpor 
that jet airplane requirements were negligible, that these new airplanes went 
use runways, taxiways, and terminal buildings like any other aircraft. It fir t 
became known that they would be much larger, carrying more passengers : 
trip and thus throwing a greater impact upon the passenger terminal iteoit 
Then it became known that most existing runways would need to be lengthened 
to accommodate them. Later, the requirement for special consideration on run 
ways and taxiways was discovered and revealed. Special lighting requirements 

for runways and taxiways are being developed. These will be much more cost} 

The requirements for fueling these giant new transports are almost fantastic 
by comparison with those of the aircraft we have had to service until now 
All of these things are reflected in greater costs, costs which the cities cannot 
hope to undertake without help. 

We are at a point where American air travel can go one of two ways. With 
help, it can remain the vigorous, growing, stimulating facility that it has been 
Or without help, it can be hopelessly bogged down by overcrowded airports, inad. 
equate air terminals, unsafe approaches, and poor lighting; and thus generally 
show the symptoms of a decadent means of travel. 1 

This travel so vital to our national economy and to a healthy, growing country 
is interstate and national in scope. It is not local. These problems have to do 
with national safety and national convenience for interstate travelers. At the 
city level we are unable with our limited local facilities to cope with this situa- 
tion. It stems in part from the historical inability of airports to fully pay their 
own way if required to lay out the entire capital expenditure for new facilities, 

The national airport system can be compared to a national highway system. 
The Federal Government has for many years found it in the public interest to 
assist in the development of highways both interstate and other. The Federal 
Government has for a great many years also considered it in their interest to 
spend many millions of dollars for waterway and harbor development. The air- 
ports are integral parts of the airways system. Without the airports, the air. 
ways are entirely useless. 

The Port of Oakland is striving to develop an airport expansion program to 
cope with the jet age. This initial development is estimated to cost $17% mil- 
lion. The city is putting not only a fair share but a large share into it. It 
cannot do it all alone. There must be help on a scale possible only to the Fed- 
eral Government. The Federal aid to date has materially helped, but it has 
been inadequate to bridge the gap between city ability and jet age requirements. 
A continuing Federal policy of keeping the U.S. airports modern and safe is 
felt to be absolutely necessary to the efficient functioning of this great method 
of travel and transportation. 

KANSAS CITY 


Kansas City is in the process of developing the landing field, terminal area, 
and other necessary facilities at its new Mid-Continent International Airport. 
The target date for completion of minimum facilities for scheduled airline oper- 
ation of jet aircraft is mid-1961. 

To meet this target date, additional facilities costing an estimated $14 million 
will have to be constructed. Through this period the city will have approxi- 
mately $7 million available for such construction and will require a minimum 
of an additional $7 million. Completion of the required minimum construction 
is possible by 1961 or 1962 only if adequate Federal airport aid funds are 
available. 

If Senate bill S.1 as now proposed is enacted into law, we are sure that 
Kansas City’s potential share will be adequate to enable us to provide minimum 
facilities at Mid-Continent International Airport for scheduled operation of jet 
aircraft. 

Failure to receive adequate Federal aid funds will result in a breakdown 
of our airport construction program. 


millic 
(veto 
to fin 
the Vv 

Als 
majo 
the a 
proce 
only 
despe 
as m 
ing « 
posit 

I¢ 
for ¢ 

St: 


ad- 
ily 


try 


the 
ua- 
eir 
ies, 
2m. 

to 
ral 


1ir- 
1ir- 


| to 
nil- 


‘ed- 
has 
nts. 
» is 


hod 


rea, 
ort. 
er- 


‘ion 
pxi- 
um 
‘ion 
are 


hat 
um 
jet 


wn 


FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS, 1959 161 


COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO, 
Puerto Rico Ports AUTHORITY, 
San Juan, P.R., January 23, 1959. 
Mr.B. THOMAS BuBNagpD, 
Beecutive Director, Airport Operators Council, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Tom: For the last 18 months it has been apparent to the Puerto Rico 
ports Authority that the unprecedented growth of air traffic at San Juan would 
compel immediate expansion of the International Airport facilities, since we 
were rapidly approaching levels which in 1952 had been predicted for 1970. 
Consultants were employed, information on the results of the immediate jet 
jmpact was compiled, and an orderly course of procedure was outlined which 
would permit this one-runway, vastly overcrowded airport to keep operational 
during expansion, and permit financing within our capabilities, with the help 
of Federal aid. 

Then came the veto. 

We have $1,800,000 available in Federal funds, plus some small additional 
amount being held pending the finalization of a previous grant. We need $7 
million worth of improvements to be completed within the next 3 years, $5 
million of which would be started at once. Relying on the Monroney bill 
(vetoed) being effective July 1, 1959, we could have made it, and have been able 
to finance our end. But we cannot finance the additional amount imposed by 
he veto. 

Also, in order to salvage as much Federal aid as possible, we must put the 
major portion of funds available under the present act into buildings, before 
the act expires. We can easily justify the buildings necessary, but our orderly 
procedure mentioned above is completely upset. If future aid is to be limited 
only to aircraft facilities, then, although our need for an expansion of these is 
desperate, we must postpone construction of parts of these in order to salvage 
as much as possible for the building requirements. Yet PAA’s jets are breath- 
ing down our necks; our runway must be extended, and I have 10 loading 
positions when this criteria justifies 24. Weare now triple parking. 

I could write a book, but this is a bird’s-eye view of the picture. Incidentally, 
for calendar 1958 our total passenger traffic was 1,042,097. 

Stay in there and pitch. 

Cordially, 
L. L. SAnbs, Chief, Aviation Division. 


NEED FOR SYSTEMS APPROACH 


Mr. DeMenr. We believe that many of today’s problems can 
be minimized and many of tomorrow’s may be eliminated if a 
coordinated systems approach is made to aviation’s problems. Expe- 
dience has been the only approach to date, both in Government and 
in industry. 

Aircraft designers and manufacturers, spurred by military require- 
ments, have designed and built aircraft with little or no regard for the 
support facilities required to keep them operating. The whole ground 
and air environment, both in military and civil operations, has been 
expected to adjust with each new development, but the time is fast 
approaching, if it has not already been reached, when aircraft develop- 
ment must be integrated with support services development. Invest- 
ments in ground services, which no doubt exceed investments in air- 
borne equipment, cannot, in civil transport service, be jeopardized 
without good reason. They don’t need to be if a proper planning 
relationship is established between the aircraft producers, the aircraft 
users, the airport providers and the providers of traffic control, naviga- 
tional aids, communications, weather services, and the like, 

Ideally, such coordination would be done voluntarily and at an 
early stage of development of significantly different aircraft. His- 
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tory has shown that it has not been done voluntarily, so it becomes 
important that the Federal Government assures coordination. 

ome recognition was given to this need by Presidential Assistant 
E. P. Curtis when he stated on January 18, 1957, that: 

There has been a decided tendency in the past to design and build maximum 
performance aircraft on the assumption that somehow airports will be built t, 
accommodate them. Instead of demanding more and more concrete the designers 
must make maximum use of the techniquelike boundary layer and jet flap gop. 
trol to improve the takeoff and landing characteristics of our future airplanes, 

Although, we are sure that both the manufacturing and airline 
segments of the industry are aware of this need, little has been done 
to date to correct it. Evidence of this awareness may be found in, 
letter from a Douglas Aircraft vice president to the AOC president 
on July 22, 1955, when he said that: 

I can assure you that we have no intention of designing our transport airplanes 
to require longer fields at given ranges and under standard conditions than they 
do now. We believe the aircraft should be fitted to the airport system, not 
vice versa, so far as it is humanly possible—that is, except for the improvement 
of substandard airports. 

Also, United Airlines President W. A. Patterson said to the Trans. 
portation Association of America, February 14, 1956, and I quote: 

We realize that the day of walking into a city nonchalantly and saying “You 
need a new airport” is past * * *. We see the handwriting on the wall; we 
recognize it and know that we have to build airplanes to fit the airport rather 
than to have communities build its airports to fit the airplane. 

As previously mentioned, airport operators have been told by the 
Federal Government within the last 6 months that maximum length 
runways are to be increased from 8,400 to 10,500 feet, sea level, 
standard conditions. Additionally, currently pending before the Fed- 
eral Aviation Agency is the third version of special regulation 422, 
relating to certification of turbine engine aircraft, each one of which 
further relaxes the certification rules permitting manufacturers to 
build heavier and heavier airplanes requiring longer and longer ru- 
ways and flatter and flatter takeoff paths, thus imposing greater 
economic burdens on the communities. 

We believe it is the responsibility of the Federal Aviation Agency 
to do something about this; and, if that Agency fails, then that the 
Congress instruct it to provide proper relationship between all seg- 
ments of the system. 

We are also of the opinion that in the organizational structure of 
the Federal Aviation Agency that airports should not be treated as 
an adjunct of the electronic, radio, and electrical problems of the 
FAA, but rather that it should assume its rightful role as an element 
of the aviation facilities system dealing on the same level and com- 
pletely coordinated with air traffic control, flight operations, and air 
navigation facilities, 

One of the reasons the airport situation is so critical today is that 
the function of the Office of Airports in the old CAA was never 
properly coordinated with air traffic control, flight operations, air- 
eraft certification, and navigational facilities. 

It will be a failure to truly understand the systems approach if this 
is permitted to happen again. 
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First. Stability and continuity of Federal funds are essential to 
the continued development of our national system of airports; because 
Second. Airport capacity must be kept in balance with airways 
eapacity and the technological] developments of the aircraft; because 
hird. Continued explosive growth of aviation puts huge demands 

on airport development; and because 

Fourth. The huge capital investment needed is far beyond the 
capabilities of the local public agencies to provide— 

he Airport Operators Council respectfully urges that adoption 
of S. 1, or a bill that will provide $100 million a year for 4 years with 
$65 million in a discretionary fund. 

Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportunity of representing 
the Airport Operators Council before your committee. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. DeMent, your entire statement will be in- 
cluded as already heretofore stated, together with the exhibits re- 
ferred to and the statements. 

Mr. DeMent. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rocers of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask Mr. DeMent 
just one or two questions. 

Mr. DeMent, actually the meat of the coconut of this thing is 
summed in your fourth point on page 20, is it not, that the huge capital 
investment needed is far beyond the capabilities of the local public 
agency to provide ? 

Mr. DeMentv. I think that is right. 

Mr. Rocers of Texas. You think that would be the meat of the 
coconut ? 

Mr. DeMenv. Yes; I think that is right. Because of the demands 
of a technological age, which we certainly do not feel we should cur- 
tail, and because of this explosive growth, it has just posed such a 
problem that the local communities just cannot take care of the whole 
load. 

Mr. Rocers of Texas. Well, now, of course, the local communities 
are not being required to take care of the whole load. Let’s just con- 
fine this now to terminal building operations. Do you think that 
investment would be too big for the local communities to handle, sepa- 
rate and apart ? 

Mr. DeMent. Mr. Rogers, I think that varies with certain commu- 
nities. Now, certain communities that have high-density traffic, I 
think, may be in a little better position to finance their terminal facili- 
ties, but in some of the other areas I do not think that is possible 
because of the fact that so much has to be spent in the landing area 
at many of the airports. Even in Chicago we have spent so much 
inour new development for runways and the taxiways and those other 
things that are needed to actually get the landing area usable that now 
. need to spend great amounts for terminal facilities which are not 
adequate. 

Mr. Rocers of Texas. But don’t you think that if certain terminal 
facilities were required by the FAA that these cities would be most 
anxious to provide them in order to get the traffic in there? 

Mr. DeMenv. I think they would be happy to provide them if they 
had the financial capability to do it; yes, sir. 
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Mr. Rogers of Texas. Well, don’t you think that they would be wij}. 
ing to work out some sort of long-term program to get those facilities 
if the existence of the facilities was one of the requirements of, we wi] 
say, more frequent stops by airplanes? In other words, if your ter. 
minal facilities were weighed against the number of passengers coming 
in, so that you could get more stops, more traffic in there if you had 
better terminal facilities, don’t you think the communities would enter 
into this thing and try to work up to a situation where they) would 
furnish the money ? 

Mr. DeMenv. Well, they certainly would enter into it, and I am 
completely confident, Mr. Rogers, that each community would do its 
very best to accomplish this fact. But, as I say, many of them have 
spent so much on other facilities that now their terminal facilities are 
completely inadequate and they do not have the money available. That 
is what Iam trying to say. It is not a matter of desire—— 

Mr. Rocers of Texas. I understand. Well, your airports, though, 
are going to require, they are going to require and demand a greater 
part of the contribution made available through a bill such as §. | 
than airports in other places because you can support your demands 
by the amount of traffic that you have. Isn’t that correct? In other 
words, your demand on the Public Treasury, the Federal Treasury, 
will be greater for use in providing terminal facilities than will be 
the case in some smaller town because you have a greater amount of 
traffic and you can support your demands? 

Mr. DeMenv. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. Rogers of Texas. Don’t you think this is tending to concentrate 
the air-traffic situation; well, say, concentrate it in Chicago, and take 
it away from the other cities around there that would not be able 
to build these terminal facilities and get: more business into Chicago, 
and keeping those other cities from competing by a community spirit 
feeling of investing money to build airports? 

Mr. DeMent. Well, it is my observation that we are going to need 
airports in practically all communities, Mr. Rogers. The feeding of 
traffic into Chicago—just as an example, we took a little survey on 
some planes that came into Chicago from New York and were on 
their way to the west coast, DC-7’s about a year and a half ago, and 
from 1 flight, from 1 airplane, the passengers went to 21 other air- 
planes. And this happens regularly. All these 21 other airplanes 
go to these smaller communities, and some of them extremely impor- 
tant to the economy of the country. So it is all one package. 

Now I might say, in talking about the tremendous expenditures 
that. we need to make in the terminal buildings and in the airports 
proper, the Federal Aviation Agency has a rule which permits only 
a million and a quarter for each airport per year. Now in an area 
like Chicago, and some of the larger areas, that is a very small segment 
of what we are going to need. 

Mr. Rogers of Texas. I noticed in your statement you made ref- 
erence to the policy of the Federal Aviation Agency with regard to 
use of funds for terminal facilities. My understanding from what 
General Quesada said to me several times is we are not going to sup- 
port the expenditure of any money for terminal facilities. 

Mr. DrMent. I think that may be the general’s feeling in the 
matter, but we certainly have a very opposite feeling that it will 
be necessary. 
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Mr. Rocrrs of Texas. Mr. DeMent, what would you think of a 
rogram that provided loans on a long-term low-interest basis, if the 
Federal Government has to get into this pretunes rather than a con- 
tribution or grant to the cities and towns for building terminal facil- 
ities ? : 

Mr. DeMent. Well, frankly, the Airport Operators Council does 
not have a policy on that matter. 

We feel that this is an international and a national problem, and 
that we should have a sharing of funds, both locally and federally, 
in whatever we are doing. I would certainly think that is something 
worthy of discussion, but I would not want to speak for the council 
on that matter. 

Mr. Roaers of Texas. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennetr. Right on that point, Mr. DeMent, the situation we 
are faced with, as far as terminal facilities is concerned at least, in 
many cases, is the fact that the Federal Government puts up half 
of the capital to build those facilities. Now it does not get a return 
on the capital. The local airport operators have earnings, not only 
on the.money they put in, but the capital the Government puts in. 
So they have half the capital, and from then on their income is free 
from any obligation to reimburse the Federal Government. 

As I said yesterday, most of the Federal grants that I know any- 
thing about, for example, in hospital construction, or schools, or 
things of that. kind, are for nonprofit purposes. They are primarily 
in the public good, and no private concern, semiprivate corporation, 
is making a profit on it at the expense of the Government providing 
the capital. 

Now how many airports in the country are making a profit, mak- 
ing a profit on the operations of their terminal facilities ? 

Mr. DeMenr. I do not know that I can answer that specifically 
without—we have never checked that particular thing. The Bureau 
of Census figures, some time back, indicate there were 28 airports that 
were making a profit. 

I would say this, Mr. Bennett, that it is hard to know just. what 
is a profit. 1 know in Chicago, for example, our Midway Airport, 
we say we get a profit out of that and we are a little proud of it. I 
think we try to indicate that so we can get some of our corporate 
budget back into aviation because there are demands from every area. 
So Midway Airport, even though we indicate a profit, does not in- 
clude anything into our accounting for depreciation, for interest on 
the money that has been invested; it does not include anything for 
police and fire protection; it does not include the administration of 
the department as a whole. So if you take all those things out, I 
would think we would just be coming out about even and then- 

Mr. Bennerr. What are the figures in Chicago? What is the net 
profit 

Mr. DeMent. Well, we showed a profit in 1957 of about $300,000. 
But it did not include any of these items that I am speaking about. 

Now I think also that the airports in the country, and I know this 
to'be a fact, in some cases are getting away from this profitmaking 
idea and trying to make the airport self-supporting. ‘That has not 
developed in very many cases, but that is what we are striving for. 
So eventually there would be no profit from airports if we set it up 
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on a purely pay-as-you-go basis and have the income just equal the 
expenses. 

fr. Bennerr. That will be a further subsidy, wouldn’t it, because 
if you charge normal rent for space, for these facilities, why, you do 
like everyone else, you make a profit 

Mr. DeMenrt. I think eventually—and I won’t try to define what 
eventually means—that would be true. But, for example, a lot of 
the airports are on revenue bond issues, and I do not know when the 
will be the point where they are actually paid off. Because it seems 
to me there are advances coming along all the time that are going to 
require more and more capital improvements, and although, as I sa 
we hope to get them on a pay-as-you-go basis, when that would be J 
could not answer, but it won’t be very soon, Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett. Why is an airport that is as busy as Chicago, and 
that is used as much as the Chicago Airport, not as profitable in opera- 
tion as the one out in Los Angeles? 

The mayor of that city testified yesterday they make a profit of 
about $2 million a year. 

Mr. DeMent. Well, if you want to compare the two airports, I 
think partly it is because there have been contracts made for landing 
fees with the airlines that now look quite favorable to the airlines, 
When they were made they were thought to be very favorable to the 
cities. 

In Los Angeles, for example, they have a great amount of indus- 
trial property that is giving them considerable income which we do 
not have in Chicago because we do not have the space on Midway, as 
you know, to develop that kind of a program. Some areas, where 
there are large areas between the runways and the clear zones, this 
kind of development can possibly take place, and I think that is what 
helps Los Angeles. 

Mr. Bennett. What about the airport in Milwaukee; are they mak- 
ing a profit? 

r. DeMenrt. I am sorry, I cannot answer ti.at, Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennetr. You never have looked into that ? 

Mr. DeMenrt. No, sir. I have been in the airport many times, but 
I have not looked into their profit. 

Mr. Bennert. What about the one in Detroit ? 

Mr. DeMenr. I am sorry, I do not have those figures available. I 
would be glad to get them for you if you want me to. 

Mr. Bennerr. Haven’t you made any study, as manager of the 
Airport Operators Council—is that the capacity you are working in! 

Mr. DeMent. I am vice president of the Airport Operators Coun- 
cil, yes. 

r. Bennett. But you do not know whether any of your members 
are making a profit ? 

Mr. DeMenr. We are considering that we have a uniform system 
of reporting throughout our airports. And that is something we-are 
working on. Until we get that, it is extremely difficult to know just 
who makes profits and who does not from their statements. 

Mr. Bennerr. You do not think it is important to know whether 
they make a profit so far as asking the Federal Government to pro- 
vide further funds for this type of facility, is that right ? 

Mr. DeMenv. Yes; we think it is important to know. And asl 
said, so far as we have been able to determine from a census report, 
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there were only 28 airports in the entire country out of thousands of 


e-- 
_Mr. Bennetr. Where an airport like the city of Los Angeles, for 
example, is making a net profit of $2 million a year, do you think 
the Federal Government ought to continue to provide capital funds 
to finance the profitmaking enterprise of that sort ? 

Mr. DeMenv. Well, I suppose that is a matter of philosophy, Mr. 
Bennett. And I believe that the national economy is tied up closely 
¢ough with this that the Federal Government is justified in making 
some investment in these airports and some contribution; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. I agree that the Federal Government should make 
gome contribution to the sixpont facilities with respect to runways 
and safety and so forth, but I am talking about a different phase of 
this aid program. 

Now, according to General Quesada, in the last 3 years about 30 

t of all Federal funds have gone into terminal facilities. That 
jsalmost a third of the entire program. 

And one serious question, at least in my mind, is the continuance 
of that type of grant, where it is obvious that in most cases that we 
heard about before the committee the local airport is operating at a 
handsome profit. 

Mr. DeMenr. Well, if you are talking about Los Angeles, I think 
they are in a better position. We have not made that handsome profit 
in Chicago yet because we are trying to develop another airport which 
is costing us a lot of local money. But the great bulk of the air- 
ports—I do not think that is true, Mr. Bennett. 

_ Mr. Bennerr. But you do not have any figures on this? 

Mr. DeMenv. No; I do not. 

Mr, Bennett. I think it would be helpful if you would submit. to 
the committee a statement by each of your members showing the 
profit or loss Panne so far as the operation of their terminal facilities 
are concerned. 

Mr. DeMenr. You are talking about just terminal facilities now? 

Mr. Bennetr. Can you get that information for the committee ? 

Mr. DeMent. We will attempt to get it for you, yes, sir, just as 
quickly as we can. 

Mr. Bennerr. You have discussed at length in your statement the 
need for greater runways and other safety factors, and you have 
talked about the survey that was made by the Federal Aviation 
Agency which indicates a need of $1.75 million in the next’4 years for 
this program. 

Now, is it true, as General Quesada said yesterday, that this is 
merely an estimate on the part of local airport operators, as to what 
they would like to have, what their projected plans might be, without 
any commitment on their part that funds would be available to carry 
out these plans, even though the Federal funds were provided to 
match them ? 

Mr. DeMenr. When you say is it an estimate, it is an estimate but it 
Was prepared in consultation with the Civil Aviation Agency. All 
of our estimates are made by working with the Federal Ageney in 
this regard. 

When you talk about the local agencies needing funds, or having 
funds, I think in my statement I said that there were some 500-some- 
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million dollars available or anticipated from local sources and an ad- 
ditional 70-some million available or anticipated from State sources. 
So here is nearly $600 million that is available or anticipated locally 
and it is not just a matter of saying it is something we desire, it js 
something we need and funds are available to match, Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennetr. What do you mean by “available”? Do you mean 
the funds have been raised, they are in being, or that someone thinks 
they might be raised? General Quesada does not have any informa- 
tion in his agency that any of these funds are available to carry out 
this projected plan, at least that is what I understood him to say yes- 
terday. Where do you get these figures? He does not have them. 

Mr. DeMent. They are directly from the airport operators who 
have reported to us. 

Mr. Bennerr. Have they reported to Quesada’s agency that they 
have $1 billion available if the Federal Government provides the 
matching funds? 

Mr. DeMenr. In making their application for funds, they would 
certainly tell Mr. Quesada what was available, yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennerr. That is right, but they have not made any applica- 
tion, this is just a survey or an estimate of future needs, isn’t it? 

Mr. DeMenrt. That is right. 

Mr. Bennerr. And no one, no specific applications, are on file as a 
result of this survey ? 

Mr. DeMenr. That is right. Because we do not make application 
until funds look like they are available to us. 

Mr. Bennett. That is right. So as of now there is no money spe- 
cifically available for any of this program that would be covered by 
this service—— : 

Mr. DeMent. No, I must disagree with you, Mr. Bennett, because 
there are a lot of funds available, and Tulsa, who will testify later, 
will tell you of some of the funds they have available. And I think 
New Orleans can, too. To do any matching that is necessary. 

Mr. Bennerr. How do you account for the fact that some $12 mil- 
lion is unspent at the present time and is unused by the Aviation 
Agency because local funds are not available to match the money? 

Mr. DeMenrt. I do not know how to account for that, and I do not 
want to be an expert on all things, Mr. Bennett. But I would guess— 
it is purely an opinion—that it is in those States where the allocation, 
statewide on an allocation basis, was made and they did not have the 
funds available to do the job. If those funds were returned and 
could be made available to some discretionary fund, I think that they 
would be used rather quickly. 

Mr. Bennett. Well either they did not have the funds, or they were 
not interested in going ahead with the program. It might be 
either—— 

Mr. DeMenrt. Well, it is a matter of opinion, but either one could 
apply, es, sir. 

r. Bennett. But it is true that some 14 states during the past 
3 years have not used all of their allotments? 

Mr. DeMent. Well, that ‘is a statement of FAA and I have to ac- 
cept that. I think it would be in the sparsely settled States, where 
it is not easy to raise local funds to match. 
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Mr. Bennerr. Do you favor all of this money being spent by the 
Administrator under a discretionary arrangement, rather than allocat- 
ing'to the States—to make a better program out of this? 

r. DeMenr. No, I believe the formula that was set up was 75-25, 
and that that is a perfectly fair formula if there is added this pro- 
yision that has been requested, if the funds are not used they will be 
returned to a discretionary provision. I think that would bring it 
back, and we would get the use of it where needed. 

Mr. Bennetr. You may get 25 percent in the fund 

Mr. DeMenr. In a discretionary fund you would, yes, sir. But it 
would overcome this idea that there is money laying idle that cannot 
be used. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you favor the part of Quesada’s bill that would 
require 50 percent of whatever money is appropriated to go to the dis- 
cretionary fund? 

Mr. DeMenrt. No, I think the formula of 75-25 should be main- 
tained. 

Mr. Bennetr. Why ? 

Mr. DeMent. Because I think it just assures that some of these 
areas that really need funds more critically than some of the larger 
areas, would get some of the funds for airports. And we need some of 
those feeder lines just as badly as we need the large airports. 

Mr. Bennetr. Why should we have any discretionary fund if we 
are going to spread the program around the country? Why isn’t 
it important that each State get a specific share of this loot, so-called ¢ 

Mr. peiaare, Your question is that we should have no discretion- 
ary fund 

“Mr. Bennett. The question is, Would not it be better if we did not 
have any ? 

Mr. DeMenrt. No, I cannot agree with that. It is a matter of de- 

of course. We believe that the distribution of 75-25 is equitable. 
We feel there should be some funds set up as discretionary immedi- 
ately to take care of immediate problems wherever they exist, and 
that should be with the Administrator. But then beyond that the $100 
million each year we think should be set on a 75-25. 

Mr. Bennetr. The Administrator can spend the discretionary fund 
all in one State, one area in one State, if he wants to? 

Mr. DeMenv. That is right. We would certainly feel his judgment 
would spread it where the need is actually there, and he would spread 
it in accordance with these criteria that have been set up already by 
the Federal Agency. 

Mr. Bennerr. How much has the Federal Government given to 
civil airports since the program started? Do you know? 

Mr. DeMenv. Are you talking up to date, Mr. Bennett, from the 
my inception of the program? I am afraid I do not have that 

gure. 

I know that in the 1955 bill there was $231 million authorized 

Mr. Bennerr. No, I mean back since 1933 or 1934 when the pro- 
gram first started ? 

Mr. DeMenr. I do not have that figure at my hands. I think we 
could get it for you within 15 or 20 minutes. 

Mr. Bennett. It would be several billion dollars, would it not? 

Mr. DeMenrt. Several billion ? 
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Mr, Bennert. Yes. 

Mr. DeMent. Well, I suppose if you used all of the different types 
of funds and participation that went into an airport it could be gey. 
eral, billion. But some of them were “make-work” programs that 
were used back in the WPA days, and in those days where you were 
creating a labor market rather than trying to create a useful facility 
I do not think that should be carried as part of this real program, © 

Mr. Bennerr. According to the figures I have the Government has 
spent approximately $234 billion on civil airports since 1935. Since 
1939 they spent one billion eight hundred some odd million on airline 
subsidies. Simce 1956 the Government has contributed to the airways 
system, I mean civil airways system, apart from building airports and 
apart from subsidy. And according to General Quesada’s testimony 
yesterday, in the next 4 years, apart from airport construction, ter. 
minal facilities and anything like that, his agency will spend some $9 
billion on its program of providing better safety, coordination and 
what not in respect to civil aviation. 

It looks to me as if the Federal Government is making quite‘a hand- 
some contribution to-—— 

Mr. DeMenv. I think there is no question about it, they are making 
a very fine contribution. But this bilhon dollars that you are talking 
about is for military as well as civilian. It is for all of these com: 
munications and navigational aids. And if we have all these 
things-——— 

Mr. Bennerr. I am talking about the money that is going in, aside 
from the $2 billion that we spent for safety and other things. I am 
talking about civil aviation. 

Mr. DeMenr. Well these navigational aids that I am talking about 
are going to be used by the military in all their flying around the 
country, as I understand it. I may be misinformed on that, sir, So 
that it:is not strictly a civil contribution, is it / 

The CuarrmMaAn. Will the gentleman yield 4 

The reason for these huge expenditures for the new navigational 
needs is because of the tragedies that we have experienced in this 
country. A few years ago the Congress authorized this expenditure 
for new type navigational aids for greater safety. Now there was a 
big fight between the services and civil aviation as to what kind of 
navigational aids would be used. We all went through that, This 
committee held closed-door sessions in which we got all the services 
and everyone together, and out. of that has come this new system and 
we are now in the process of installing this new equipment, That is 
the reason for this huge expenditure of $500 million or $600 million a 
year, going into what is referred to as the VORTAC system. 

Mr. Bennett. I think that is very necessary, and I do not think 
anyone objects to that. type of expenditure. But the question that is 
in the mind of many people I think is to what extent and how far 
the Federal Government should continue to subsidize things like 
terminal facilities in airports, how long they should continue to sub- 
sidize and make profitable the actual operations of the airlines them- 
selves. We paid about $2 billion in subsidy. Do you think that we 
have reached the point where maybe the airlines, like other forms of 
transportation, ought to assume some of this burden themselves, ab- 
sorb some of it? 
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Mr. DeMenr. It is my opinion that they should assume a great 
share of this burden now; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennetr. When should they start? 

Mr. DeMenr. In many of the airports around the country they are 
starting right now, and have started in the last few years. I believe 
most of the commercial airlines are off subsidy now, Mr. Bennett, as 
far as any direct subsidy is concerned, and the airports throughout 
the country are trying to work out agreements so that locally we do 
not subsidize the airlines any longer. 

Mr. Bennett. Well in addition to this 

Mr. DeMenv. But that is not going to happen overnight. I think 
there is a transition period here where we need this help, and we need 
this sharing of aid by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Bennett. Well, when you get into the area of helping the air- 
lines, you do not stop with the things we have been talking about. 
During the last session of Congress, the last two sessions, Mr. Chair- 
man, legislation was passed to give the airlines the benefit of capital 
gains on purchase of equipment. 

During the last session I beli¢ve we passed a bill to provide guar- 
anteed Government loans for the purchase of new equipment. All 
of this is in addition to the subsidy that is being paid them and has 
been paid them. 

It is all in addition to the money that is provided to build airport 
runways for them, build terminal facilities for them. 

Don’t you believe it is time that Congress and the people in your 
industry should reappraise this situation to find out how long and 
how far the Federal Government should continue to give all this 
special consideration and money to one type of transportation, no 
matter how important it may be? 

Mr. DeMent. You said, don’t think it is time we reappraised it. 
We have been reappraising it. And as I said, I agree with that prin- 
ciple 100 percent. The airport operators have agreed with that 
principle 100 percent and we are working toward that end. 

Now, I feel very strongly that way, Mr. Bennett. If we spend all 
this money on navigational aids and the communications systems, 
and do not provide proper airports to handle the people when they 
get down on the ground, there certainly is not a coordination of effort 
oe complete job. And that is why we are supporting this type 
of a bill. 

Mr. Bennerr. Do you have any suggestion or any plan as to how 
some of this burden, the burden of some of these programs we are 
talking about, should be borne by the airline industry itself, and to 
what extent localities should participate in those parts of the pro- 
— terminal facilities that in most instances are profitable to 
them ! 

Mr. DeMenr. Yes, there are definite ways that that can be done. 
Revenue bonds are being sold in many of the airports which the air- 
lines the guaranteeing to pay off, the revenue bonds, by their pay- 
ments for certain amounts of space in terminal buildings, 

_ ‘And there are many exclusions in the bills that have been presented 
inthe terminal areas which we agreed to. We do not. feel we should 
expect Federal aid to participate in all income-producing areas of 
a terminal building. But there are many. areas that are built, as 
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stated in the Federal aviation policy, for convenience to the passengers, 
and for their comfort, which you get nothing from. 

Those are the kinds of things we believe should be agreed upon and 
should be participated in. 

Mr. Bennerr. You think then the Federal Government has ay 
obligation 

Mr. DeMent. I do. 

Mr. Bennett. Of course, you can carry that to its conclusion, to 
provide the terminal facilities that the Federal Government should 
be required to furnish that. 

Then why would not it be just as logical to argue they furnish the 
means of transportation for the person to get from his home to the 
airport by financing a streetcar system or bus system or something 
like that, to make it still more convenient for him to get there! 
That may sound exaggerated, but 

Mr. DeMenrt. It is. 

Mr. Bennett. Well, or simplified, but it illustrates the point that 
there must be some point here where the obligation to subsidize this 
industry ought to fall on someone’s' shoulders besides the taxpayers 
of the country, in my opinion. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Roberts, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Roszerts. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Schenck? 

Mr. Friedel ? 

Mr. Frrepex. I will be very brief. 

Mr. DeMent, did I understand you to say 28 airports are self- 
sustaining or profitmaking ? 

Mr. DeMenr. I have to quote that from a figure that was put out 
by the Census Bureau, Mr. Friedel. 

Mr. Frrepev. Out of how many airports? 

Mr. DeMenrt. There are over 3,000 airports in the country, and it 
would be a very small segment of the total. 

Mr. Frrepex. A very small segment? 

Mr. DeMenrt. Oh, very, very small. 

Mr. Frreper. Now, the other thing is, just for the record, the 
States would have to supply 75 percent, and the Government 25 per- 
cent, under this bill; is that correct, sir ? 

Mr. DeMent. Would you say that again? I do not think I agree 
with you, unless I heard you wrong. ‘ 

Mr. Friepvet. Under this bill, proposed bill, how much money 
would the States have to match for the airport funds? 

Mr. DeMent. Under the proposed bill, it is a 50 matching, the 
local funds would be 50 percent or more and the Federal funds would 
be up to 50 percent of the money provided by the Federal 
Government. 

Now, the money that is going to be provided is a very small part 
of the total investment that is being put in by most airports. 

In other words, maybe it is not fair to take Chicago, New York, and 
Los Angeles, but there are many airports, I am sure, in New Orleans, 
and you will hear from Mr. Duke, of New Orleans, shortly, where the 
investment they are making locally is much greater than the participa- 
tion that is allowed under any formula that is being proposed here 
that would go to New Orleans. 
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Mr. Frieper. We do not have to go to New Orleans. Just close by 
yere we have the Friendship Airport, which is a wonderful airport 
Mr. DeMenr. OK; you are right. 

Mr. Frreper. Which just utilizes about 25 percent of their capacity, 
where they have to spend a lot of money on the runways, extend them, 
because of the jets proposed to start in April. 

Friendship is a wonderful airport. Now, why don’t the airlines— 
[am trying to find out why they don’t—utilize Friendship and try not 
to overcrowd Washington International Airport? 

Mr. DeMenv. Mr. Friedel, I have enough problems locally with the 
airlines. and I would not try to solve their problems nationally. I 
cannot answer that; I am sorry. You may have an opportunity to 
question the airlines later. 

Mr. Frreper. Would you consider hangars esesntial to the termi- 
nals for eligibility for money, for Federal funds ? 

Mr. DeMent. For Federal funds? 

Mr. Frrepver. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DeMent. No, sir. 

Mr. Frreper. No matter what consideration ? 

Mr. DeMent. I cannot think of any consideration right now, sir. 

Mr. Frrepev. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The @HArrMAN. Mr. Derounian. 

Mr. Derounran. Mr. DeMent, do you feel that, along with the air 
transportation system, the railroads and bus systems are vital to the 
economy and defense requirements of the United States ¢ 

Mr. DeMenrt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Derountan. Would you propose, then, that the Federal Gov- 
ernment should make a contribution for building bus terminals and 
railroad stations in places where they are not as attractive as the 
owners might want them to be? 

Mr. DeMenr. Well, I think that is a matter of philosophy that is 
rather difficult for me to answer. 

Certainly we are providing many facilities for buses in this Inter- 
state Highway System that we are all very much concerned with and 
for. I suppose some of the answers would be that a bus terminal just 
serves certain buslines, and railroad stations serve only certain rail- 
roads, while an airport is a public facility—we have no way of deter- 
mning.who is going to use the airport. Anyone who flies an airplane 
can use our airports and use our facilities. It is actually, in ‘truth, a 
public facility. 

Mr. Derountan. And the other two are not public facilities? 

Mr. DeMenr. Not in the sense of being available to anyone who 
wants to use them; no, sir. None that I know of, I should say. 

Mr. Drroun1an. You quoted our chairman as saying that the local 
oe should not be saddled with the full tax on these airports, 
and I agree with that, and they are not being saddled in full. 

But, on the other hand, when we pass legislation here appropriating 
$100 million, who do you think pays for that ? 

Mr. DeMent. You and I. 

Mr. Deroun1an. The taxpayers. And do you not agree that the 
tax dollar that travels from New York and California to Washing- 
ton, and then goes back to California and New York, loses some of its 
purchasing power because of redtape? 
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Mr. DeMenv. I am certainly not an expert, but I would agree jy 
general principle that that is true. 

Mr. Deroun1an. Would not it be better if the tax dollars were spent 
within the States, insofar as humanly possible, to get the most for the 
taxpayers’ money in the State? 

Mr. DeMenrt. I would think that there are many local uses— 
schools, sewers, all those things that are directly connected with the 
taxpayer—that ::e a local obligation. There are certain areas where 
I believe the Federal Government, through its taxing power, should 
help out in a local community where it is serving a national pu 
a national function, and certainly airports are a national function and 
are important to the national economy, much more so and in much 
greater degree than a school or a sewer in a local community. 

Mr. Deroun1an. How much longer do you suppose this airport con- 
tribution should continue on behalf of the Federal Government? 

Mr. DeMenr. If you could tell me when we will stop—I do not 
mean to be pert or facetious here—but if you could tell me when teeh- 
nological Sarenen will get to the point where we need no longer 
runways, we need no thicker runways, we need no greater clearance 
and things of that sort, then I would like to make a guess. But Lam 
certainly not competent to guess where this is going to stop, and I 
think that is the reason why this thing is taking place, where we have 
to spend so much money today. 

For example, in Chicago—and I can speak with a little authority— 
I do not have everything at my finger tips, but when we started 
developing the new international airport, which was caused by. just 
the growth in passenger traffic, nothing else, we had a system of 
6,000-foot. runways laid out. Before we actually started building 
them we found that was not long enough, so we made the first runway 
under this program 8,000 feet. A year ago, or less—no, last spring— 
we were told by American Airlines that if they were going to fly 
their 707 into our airport, they would need 8,800 feet for domestic 
flights. So we have just completed a crash program to get a runway 
extended to 8,800 feet. The international carriers want to come in 
there and they want. 11,500 feet; one carrier has said they need 12,000. 
These are developments that have taken place just. periodically and 
have multiplied our problems and multiplied our financing responsi- 
bilities in a way that it is hard to determine what is going to happen 
in the future. If we could say “This is it, from now on you build 
your airplanes to fit all our airports; do anything, but fit what we 
have got,” then I think maybe we could give you an answer i a 
reasonable time. It would have to be a personal opinion today. 

Mr. Derountan. My questions are not directed to the runways. We 
all agree we need them, and the Federal Government should partici. 
pate and under the administration bill that is what is happening. 
My questions were directed to these plush bars and the like. 

Mr. DeMenrt. I am sorry I misunderstood what you were shooting 
at. You are talking about plush bars and things of that sort. We 
agree 100 percent, and we have agreed. The provisions in most of 
the bills that are presented eliminate those. e bills do not allow 
Federal funds for plush bars and for certain concessionaire facilities. 
That is eliminated by these bills that have been presented, and we 
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Mr. Deroun1an. I do not see where there is a guarantee that those 
emnot be put in. By local authority they can be put in under this 
pill, generally speaking. 

Mr. DeMent. I would say that if we try to do things like that, we 
gould have problems with the Administrator, I am sure, and very 
grious problems. 

Mr. Deroun1an. You have done that in the past. No further 
questions. 

The CHARMAN. Mr. Flynt. 

Mr. Frynr. I do not have any questions, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Younger. 

Mr. Youncer. Mr. DeMent, you made the statement here, and I 
quote from your page 3: 

It is only by the continued expenditure of large sums—both local and 
federal—for extensions, additions, and improvements that the National Airport 


System can keep pace with the growth and development of air transportation 
and be kept adequate to meet the needs of civil aeronautics. 


And again you say on page 20, the fourth item: 


The huge capital investment needed is far beyond the capabilities of the 
local public agencies to provide. 

Now you have said in those words that there is no time in the future, 
in your estimation, that these airports will become self-sufficient. Do 
youmean that ? 

Mr. DeMent. If I remember what this statement says, I do not think 
itsays this goes on ad infinitum. It says we certainly need it now for 
acontinued—it is a continuing necessity right now. I agree with you, 
sir. 

Mr. Youncrer. It does not say right now. Your statement, and I 
read your words on page 3, —— at the bottom of the page, 
and you say it is only by the continued expenditure of larger sums. 
Now the continued expenditure of larger sums is not regulated in any 
way by any other words that you say. That projects it out into the 
future unlimited. Now is that what you mean? 

Mr. DeMenr. I do not want to vacillate; I would like to answer you 
directly. I mean that if these continued requirements are going to 
exist, yes—I do mean that. If we can come to some status quo, as to 
what the continuing needs will be, and that we will not need any more 
than we need today, then I would agree that we can cut it off at some 
reasonable time in the future. 

Mr. Younecer. Now you make another statement here which I 
think ought to be explained —— 

Mr. DeMenrt. I think, if I may interrupt, Mr. Younger, the Ad- 
ministrator also said there is a continuing need. So we are not in 
disagreement on that. 

Mr. Youncer. I think you will find his statement says it ought to 
betapered off, and as far as his statement to the committee, it was that 
he could see no need beyond 1963 and would make no recommenda- 
tion. In other words, he put a limitation on it. You put no limitation 
on it. 

Mr. DeMenr. I would be willing to personally suggest something 
like that, as I say, if we could be sure there was going to be no further 


Tequirements beyond what the requirements are of today, but we do 
not know that. 
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Mr. Youncer. On page 17 you make another statement on which J 
would like to ask further elucidation. Next to the last paragraph, the 
last sentence : 

* * * so it becomes important that the Federal Government assures coorjj- 
nation. 

What type of legislation do you recommend to accomplish this? 

Mr. DeMenr. I would think somewhere along the line, if it cannot 
be worked out through the Federal Aviation Agency, that it will be 
necessary for the Congress to instruct Federal Aviation Agency to 
say that 8,000 or 10,500 is the absolute maximum, and from now on 
we have to coordinate our manufacturing facilities to be accommo- 
dated on that type of an airport. That is just runways I am talking 
about. There are other things, also, that I think we have to freeze 
some time and say “This is it.” 

Mr. Youncer. You mean to say in aviation we have to reach a point 
where we can have no further development ? 

Mr. DeMent. We have to require coordination of the manufacturer, 
the airplane user and the airport provider so that the very thing you 
are talking about can take place, so that we can cut off this endless 
round of building added facilities all the time. And I think that the 
technological advances are such that that can be accomplished in the 
airplane manufacturing industry. 

Mr. Youncer. Do you think we should pass a law stating no run- 
way shall exceed 10,500 feet ? 

Mr. DeMenrv. I do not know whether you can pass a law, Congress- 
man. 

Mr. Youncer. You are advocating the Government step in, in a reg- 
ulatory manner, that would absolutely stop any further advance in 
airplane manufacturing? I cannot agree with that kind of a philos- 
ophy. 

Mr. DeMent. I am trying to suggest that some Federal agency, 
which is the only one that I know of that can do this because voluntarily 
it has not been done in the past, should require some kind of a ¢o- 
ordination. If that can only be an instruction from the Congress to 
the Federal Aviation Agency, maybe that is what has to be done. I 
would not discuss whether you can pass a law or not. 

But some place we have to get this whole package together: so it just 
does not keep us floating in the air. We are just as anxious for cut- 
ting down expenditures locally as you men are nationally. 

Mr. Younger. On the operation of your airfield you have a landing 
fee of $8.97 for a DC—6, which is quite a bit lower than Idlewild which 
has $10.03 and LaGuardia, which has $10.26. And the highest is our 
airport in San Francisco which is $17.71. Don’t you think it would 
be wise to increase your landing fee a little bit in order to make the 
airport self-sustaining ? 

Mr. DeMenr. I presume you are talking about Midway, Mr. 
Younger ? 

Mr. Youneer. ThisjustsaysChicago. __. 

Mr. DeMenv. We have two airports in Chicago that are in use. 

Mr. Younerr. That is right. 

Mr. DeMent. We have a contract at Midway which provides for 
landing fees depending on the amount of traffic. And as I say, when 
that was put into effect we thought it was very good for the city. But 
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now we do not think it is very good, but we are going to stick with our 


contract there. And that varies actually from around—you are quot- 
ing it on an airplane, and I am thinking of thousands of pounds—it 
woes from 4 cents up to 20 cents at Midway. 

~ Mr. Youncer. This isa DC-6 with 93,000. 

Mr. DeMenr. 90,000—yes. But at O’Hare we have an agreement 
that the field is self-supporting in whatever it costs to operate the field, 
which includes amortization of our investment, includes depreciation 
and all these things—and we have a very sound system of bookkeep- 
ing—whatever balance remains after the total expenditures are taken 
into account, we take from that the concession revenue, that goes into 
landing fees. And our landing fee at O’Hare Field right now is $1.20 
athousand. Multiply that by 90. So we are trying to get out of this 
idea of these older contracts and get a contract where the field will be 
self-supporting. And I think that is a desire all over the country, Mr. 
Younger. 

Mr. Youncer. Out of the $2,725,947 which would be the allocation 
to the State of Illinois on the $100 million basis, how much of that 
would go to Chicago ? 

Mr. DeMenv. That is proportioned through the State Department 
of Aviation, as you know. We have been getting a million and a 
quarter for O’Hare Field the last 2 years and some lesser amount for 
Midway. So I would guess and hope we would get something in the 
area of $1,750,000—something in that range. 

Mr. Youncer. You would be getting the maximum allowable, is 
that right ? 

Mr. DeMenv. Yes, sir. 

Mr. YouNcrer. From that amount. And I believe you stated be- 
fore that you would rather see the funds distributed on the formula 
75-25 rather than 50-50 in the discretionary fund ? 

Mr. DeMenr. That is right. I also said, Congressman, that we 
feel that, as of today, we need $65 million discretionary to kind of 
pick up this load that is imposed on certain airports throughout the 
country which the Administrator would determine. 

Mr. Youncer. Do you think it would be possible in any way to 
work out a contract that these airports—which personally I feel will 
be self-sufficient and will pay off their bonds—that when that is done 
they would return to the Federal Government at least the principal 
that had been advanced ? 

Mr. DeMent. I am afraid I would have to speak personally and 
not as an airport operator’s representative if I were to answer that. 
I do feel that the airports are a national concern, a national asset, 
both in times of peace as well as in times of war, and I feel the Fed- 
eral Government has some responsibility to share the cost just as 
local taxpayers are sharing the cost in our local taxes as well as we do 
through the Federal taxes. Certainly when we pay taxes to the Fed- 
eral Government, what we are asking is part of that Federal tax. So 
we are providing local funds through local taxes, but also Federal 
funds through Federal taxes. That is our philosophy. 

Mr. Youncrer. I am imagining a time in the future when an airport 
has all of its bonds paid off and becomes a very profitable operation, 
returning to the city $1 million or $2 million or $3 million a year, 
which the airport in Los Angeles is doing right atthe present time. 
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Now, if their bonds are paid off, and all the obligations are paid off 
before the surplus is returned to the city, don’t you think that it might 
be well to return to the Federal Government what the Federal Goy. 
ernment has advanced ? 

Mr. DeMent. Well, let me say, Congressman, that on the basig on 
which at least two or three airports are operating that I know of, we 
are trying to make the airports self-supporting and self-sustaining, 
If all this money is paid off—and it. is going to be many years, I do 
not think I will be living to see all these bonds paid off—why they 
the fees to the airlines should come down, and then in like manner 
the other fees should come down if other expenses have not gone up, 
So it would inure to the benefit.of the public. And whatever the 
Federal Government puts in, or the local government puts in, would 
certainly inure to the benefit of the public. 

In Chicago we do not intend that we make a profit on O’ Hare Field 
which we are developing now. Sothe money we are putting in, which 
is many, many times the money that the Federal Government is put- 
ting in, will not go back to the taxpayers directly, but we will render 
a better service to the public. 

Mr. Youncer. Then you are saying that one mode of transportation 
will in the future have a reduction on its landing fees, a reduction on 
its rents and everything to a point where it will be on an unfair com. 
petitive basis with other modes of transportation. 

Mr. DeMenv. Well, if the amount of money that the airlines pay 
to the airports is such a major part of their expenses that they could 
reduce fares, then that would take place. But as I say, Congressman, 
I do not anticipate that in my lifetime. 

Mr. Youncer. Weare not talking in your lifetime—— 

Mr. DeMeEnt. No. 

Mr. Youncer. Or mine—that is short—but I am thinking, in fair- 
ness to the Federal Government. 

I know that a lot of these airports eventually are going to be a very 
profitable investment for the cities. But you still would not want any 
nee to go back to the Federal Government, but if the profit goes 
into the city treasury that is all right. 

Mr. DeMenv. No, I would not say it should go to the city treasury. 
Chicago is making a contribution by general taxes to the building of 
these airports, arnt the Federal Government is doing the same thing. 
And I say it is a national asset as well as a local asset, and that that 
should be a proper expenditure. 

Mr. Youncer. That isall, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Moss. 

Mr. Moss. Well now, as I understand your position on O’Hare, it is 
that when it finally gets in full operation it will not have to look to 
the taxpayers of Chicago for any operating funds, it will be entirely 
self-supporting. And it is your belief that ultimately, when all of 
the needs for airports are met, we can get all of them on a fully self- 
supporting basis, and that perhaps then some of the costs might come 
down and the public ead benefit through lower fares and lower 
rates on commodities which might be shipped, and that would then 
be the final payoff to the public for the investment of their funds! 
Am I correct ? 

Mr. DeMenr. That is right. I might say that this time we ar 
talking about, as Congressman Younger said, some time in the future. 
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We have 40-year bonds, revenue bond issues of 40 years, that we are 
working on and expect within the next week, and that is a long, long 
time away. But I would say some time in that distant future that 
ould happen ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Well now, the airports of the city of Chicago, or prob- 
ably Midway at least, is one of the heaviest 

Mr. DeMent. The heaviest. 

Mr. Moss. Is the heaviest from the traffic standpoint—— 

Mr. DeMent. Passengerwise; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. In the Nation. 

Mr. DeMenv. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. Now does Chicago derive revenue from every passenger 
that comes into the terminal ? 

Mr. DeMentr. You mean as a direct revenue? No, sir. Just for 
whatever they spend in Chicago. 

Mr. Moss. Is there any assurance that they all spend—has there 
been any survey made to determine how many of them spend, or what 
the average expenditure per passenger is? 

Mr. DeMenr. There hate been estimates made of that, Mr. Moss, 
but I do not have the figure in my mind, what the per passenger 
spending would be. 

Mr. Moss. And now the Chicago terminal is a transfer point for a 
great many airlines traveling east and west and north and south. 

Mr. DeMent. Right. 

Mr. Moss. So it is providing a service beyond just the needs of the 
citizens of Chicago. 

Mr. DeMenrv. Oh, definitely, yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Do you feel you could operate an airport without terminal 
facilities ? 

Mr. DeMenrv. No, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Do you know of any instances where airport terminals 
with plush bars and restaurants have been, and that portion of the 
cost, underwritten in part by Federal funds? 

Mr. DeMenrt. I just cannot answer that offhand, Mr. Moss. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I would like to request at this time that 
we seek from FAA some specific examples of airports where the Fed- 
eral Government has participated in underwriting the costs of things 
like bars and restaurants. I keep hearing this reference to plush bars 
and restaurants. I have seen them in very few airports, but I would 
just like to know to what extent, in view of the statement contained 
on page 4—C of the statement of the witness—as I understand it, this 
excerpt from Federal policy is current policy ¢ 

Mr. DeMenv. It is current policy and has been current policy for 
the last couple of years. 

Mr. Moss. And if it is followed, then facilities of that type could 
not be figured” in the costs which would be underwritten in part by 
Federal funds ? 

Mr. DeMenv. I think that is right. 

The Cuarrman. If the gentleman will permit me, I think the infor- 
mation requested would be 7 As a matter of fact, I was 
going to ask a question, Mr. DeMent: If you could supply us with 
the information to the extent of funds that have been approved by 
the Civil Aeronautics Administration, which is now the Federal 
Aviation Agency, for terminal facilities during these last 4 years. 
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Can you supply that information ¢ 

Mr. DeMent. We can supply it. I am just wondering about how 
soon we could get it for you. 

The CuarrMan. That would not only take in the so-called plush 
bars, but it would take in the entire facilities. 

Mr. DeMenrt. I would think, Mr. Chairman, the way we would 
get it more quickly would be to talk to the FAA and ask them for 
their applications 

The Cuarrman. I think we can take care of that and probably get 
it quicker than you can. Vs 

Mr. Moss. I would suggest we do that. 

Mr. DeMenrt. Because if we have to go to our individual members 
to get that information 

The CHarrMAN. We willattempt to get that information. 

Mr. Moss. To what extent are you required to meet, first, Federal 
standards in the construction and operation of your airports, clear 
zones, and things of that kind ? 

Mr. DeMent. Whenever we use any Federal funds on an airport, 
we must comply to Federal standards; yes, sir. And the great bulk 
of us do have Federal funds of some sort in our airports, 

Mr. Moss. Does that include navigational aids and things of that 
type? If you have a control tower that is maintained by the Federal 

overnment, then are you required to meet the regulations of the FAA 
as to—— 

Mr. DeMenrt. I think as far as the control of traffic and safety r- 
quirements, that they would use and set up for landings and takeoffs, 
we would have to comply or they would not allow a plane to land. 

Mr. Moss. All right. 

To what extent, then, do these requirements of the Federal Goy- 
ernment add to the cost of airports, the development of runways 
and of clear zones, of other physical facilities that you might— 

Mr. DeMenv. Well, these requirements, of course, are the thing 
that are causing this explosion of our whole airport system. But in 
all fairness, Mr. Moss, I should say that the requirements that are set 
out by the Federal Aviation Agency generally are the requirements 
that we would want to follow, too, because we think they are all for 
the safety of the traveling public. 

So that is a matter of degree—whether we would have something a 
little less than they are requiring. 

Mr. Moss. But you are not entirely a free agent in this field? 

Mr. DeMenr. Oh, definitely not. No; this is temporary, very 
definitely. 

Mr. Moss. And in the operation of your airports, can you select those 
who would land at O’Hare or Midway ? 

Mr. DeMenv. No, sir; we have absolutely no control over. that. 
The only way that I know of that we could control, antl we have been 
investigating this to some great extent, would be to say that a certain 
runway is not capable of taking a certain type of plane. 

Mr. Moss. It would be safety, then? 

Mr. DeMenv. Purely asafety thing. And our determination would 
be just on the capability of the runway to hold a certain plane. Any 
other thing is purely up to the Government, to allow a plane to come in, 
and any plane can come in that has the proper navigational aids to go 
in certain airports. 
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Mr. Moss. Do you know of any bus terminal that is required to 
rmit. any bus, public or private, to drive in and use its facilities? 
Mr. DeMenrt. I know of none that are open to any busline. 

Mr. Moss. Of course, the day of the private railroad train has 

,so the question there would be answered entirely by itself. 

Now, you have mentioned that in the case of Chicago, you have used 
revenue bonds as a means of financing expansion. Is that all the 
facilities—— 

Mr. DeMent. We intend to use them. They will go to sale very 
shortly. 

¥es, sir; in the past any financing has been by general obligation 
bonds. 

Mr. Moss. Is that because of the increased traffic, that the revenue 
bonds now are an attractive investment? 

Mr. DeMenv. Well, there are two reasons. One is that, Mr. Moss, 
and the other is that we feel we put enough of the taxpayers’ money 
into the effort and it is about time the effort started supporting itself. 
It is a matter of two philosophies here. 

Mr. Moss. Do you feel that any airport, in a small community or a 
middle-sized community, would find a ready market for their revenue 
bonds / 

Mr. DeMenv. I do not. 

Mr. Moss. I think you indicated that about 28 of them claim to 
produce a profit ? 

Mr. DeMent. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. Do you have any way of knowing how many of those, if 
you used a very tight accounting procedure, figuring the cost of 
municipal employees, administration, depreciation, how many of them 
would have an actual profit? 

Mr. DeMenr. It is going to have to be a pure guess, Mr. Moss, but 
I would say it would be something less than 20 could, by a strict ac- 
counting procedures that would be acceptable to any accounting 
agency——— 

Mr. Moss. Now, in the case of Midway, you do not feel you would 
come up with a clear profit ? 

Mr. DeMenv. I think if we were not to spend anything more at 
Midway, and we are studying, trying to provide additional terminal 
facilities, and these funds come out of corporate funds, if we were to 
do nothing more out there, and I am sure any of you men who have 
been in Midway would say Chicago should have done something more 
for their convenience already—if we were to do nothing more and 
leave the thing status quo, I think we could come out even with some 
profit, some slight profit. It would not be a very big profit, but we 
could get some profit out of it. 

Mr. Moss. I would agree with you as to complaint. I have sought 
aseat at Midway many times and without success. 

Mr. DeMenr. Well, we need more convenience and more comfort 
facilities for the patrons, and we are working on it, and I apologize 
to you for not having had it already. 

Mr. Moss. Generally your airport expansions are taken care of with 
general obligation bonds, rather than revenue bonds ? 

Mr. DeMenv. Yes; that is right. 

As you heard yesterday in the case of Los Angeles, there are gen- 
tral obligation bonds, but they are paying them off and the taxpayers 
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will not pay for them. But in a great number of airports througkiout 
the country, with the exception of a few large ones that have theg 
tremendous traffic generators, it has been a matter of general obliga. 
tion bonds. 

In Chicago, we have had some $30 million of aviation general oblj- 
gations bonds so far that have helped build our airports to date, 

Mr. Moss. I think that is all the questions I have, Mr. Chairman, 

The CHatrman. Mr. Avery. 

Mr. Avery. Mr. Chairman, let me compliment Mr. DeMent on his 
testimony this morning. 

I am not in agreement with every position you have taken, but you 
have been a very fine and a very patient witness, and I will try to keep 
my questions brief. 

I wonder if you could list for the record, Mr. DeMent, the various 
sources of revenue to an airport facility. 

Now, we have landing fees. Will you go on from there? 

Mr. DeMent. The various sources of revenue to an airport? 

Mr. Avery. In addition to landing fees, what other sources of reve. 
nue from the users of the airport are available? I do not mean 
dollarwise; I mean categories. 

Mr. DeMenr. Yes. Well, you are talking about such things as 
parking income. 

Mr. Avery. I am talking about whatever income 

Mr. DeMenv. That isa very sizable income at most airports. 

Mr. Avery. Parking. 

Mr. DeMenv. Restaurant facilities, depending on the type of facili- 
ties, and so forth. 

Now, there are all kinds of other concessions that are used, too, 

Mr. Avery. Are you talking about airplane parking or motor-vehiele 
parking? 

Mr. DeMent. Motor-vehicle parking. 

Mr. Avery. Is there a parking fee for airplanes that pay a landing 
fee? 

Mr. DeMent. In any airport, there are, sir; yes. 

Mr. Avery. What about the real estate occupied by certain lease 
fees for repair facilities? 

Mr. DeMent. Yes, sir; that isan income. 

Mr. Avery. Are there any others? 

Mr. DeMenrt. Yes; I think there are. Let me see if I can find 
some—well, vending insurance is more or less like a concession ar- 
rangement; hangar rentals. Some of us have some hangars that 
we own that we rent to the airlines. 

The Cuamman. Someone mentioned billboard advertising as part 
of it. 

Mr. DeMenrt. Yes. I am bulking that into the concession type 
of thing, Mr. Avery; billboards and so forth. 

I would think those would be the main sources. 

Mr. Bennett. What about exhibits? 

Mr. DeMenv. Well again I am thinking of that as concessions 
And some airports take great pride in having exhibits all over the 
airports and make it look like Coney Island, and some of the others 
try to have a dignified type of advertising, which gives you some 
income but not as much as the other, and still have a pleasing airport. 
So you go from one extreme to the other on income from that. 
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Mr: Avery. Is there any pattern for concessions? Are they usually 
on a commission basis or on a direct contractual franchise? 

Mr. DeMent. There are two ways of doing,it.. You said are they 
isually, and I think usually they are on a percentage basis—usually. 

Mr. Avery. Now breaking your rentals,down just a little bit, the 
airlines, | presume, pay for their counter space ? 

‘Mr. DeMenr. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Avery. The equipment is all owned by the terminal facility, or 
dothey furnish their own? 

Mr. DeMenr. It varies all over the board, Mr. Avery. 

Mr. Avery. Do they all pay the same rent per foot, or is there a 
differential between the lines? I am speaking of counter foot. 

Mr. DeMenv. Here again it is all over the board, but I would think 
the contracts that have been made recently, where a counter is put 
in for an airline, that the same charge would be made for counters, 
assuming they all had about the same kind of desirable space. Now 
you cannot give everyone the same. But at O’Hare, for example, all 
counter space will be exactly the same regardless of where it is. 

Mr. Avery. When you contract with airlines for landing fees, do 
you negotiate with the various carriers individually or do you nego- 
tiate with an association ? 

Mr. DeMent. In Chicago—and I cannot speak for all the airports— 
in Chicago we have negotiated with an airline negotiating committee, 
because we cannot bring them all in. We have some 19 or 20 airlines, 
and you can see that if they all came in we would get nowhere. So 
they have a committee. They meet and we thrash out our problems 
with this negotiating committee, which is made up of about 5 or 6 


le. 
May Avery. That is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Dingell. 

Mr. Drnceti. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

You were asked several questions that may have left the wrong 
impression with the committee. A discussion was raised about money 
coming from Chicago to Washington and losing purchasing power 
on the way. You did not want to leave that impression with the 
committee, did ‘you, sir? 

Mr. DeMenrt. I tried to say that I could not be an expert on this 
thing, that it was brought to my attention that that is true. But I 
have no way of determining that. 

I also said that there are certain areas where the Federal Gov- 
ernment has to have taxing power to take care of certain functions 
and no one can quarrel with that. I am 100 percent for that. But 
some of that tax money should come back, and we feel that this is 
one area where it should come back. 

Mr. Drncety. You are not espousing the position it costs more for 
taxpayers to pay Federal taxes and make grants to the States than 
it would to collect the same money inside the States, though, are you? 

Mr. DeMenv. Not as a general principle. I know of a couple of 
areas where—it seems to me in Chicage we pay more to the State 
in motor fuel taxes than we get back by far, but an area like Chicago, 

as a great population, must of necessity support some of the 
more sparsely settled areas. Because we want to go downstate on 
ahighway, too. So I think by its very nature that is evident, and 
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I do not think we can do anything about it, and I do not want to 
leave the opinion as you suggested. 

Mr. Dinceixi: Now let’s:talk about some other things. We have 
heard a great deal about this being for the benefit of One mode of 
transportation. You will recall last year we opened the doors of the 
Treasury to the railroads—don’t you—and we guaranteed almost 
any obligation the railroad could make, and we enacted that bill 
in Congress. And I recall a good many of our colleagues questioned 
this bill last year, and voted that bill, and talked about this idea of 
guaranteeing any railroad obligation with practically no limitation 
on amount or kind of obligation or anything else. 

I wanted to also bring to’your attention some other things that you 
might have missed in your discussion. I was wondering if you were 
familiar with the highway bill, where we now make 90 percent, and 
in some instances even higher, of the cost of highways available to 
States for use of trucks and buses and things of that sort. 

I was wondering also if you were calling some of the instances 
where we support, we city people support, the farmers and pay out 
millions and millions of dollars. I believe the figure is pretty close 
to $1 million a day, I think the President said, for the support. of 
farm surplus and things of that sort. 

And I was wondering if you recall how we take care of the Ameri- 
can merchant marine, how we give them construction subsidies for 
construction of ships and so forth, and how we spend money on the 
Coast Guard to maintain navigational aids and things like that for 
the maritime people. 

I was wondering if you were familiar with these things at the time 
you considered your 

Mr. DeMenrt. I am familiar with some of them, Mr. Dingell, be- 
cause I have to build the highways in Chicago and I am very, very 
interested in the interstate program where we get 90 percent from 
the Government for building these highways. 

And let me say that our program in Chicago, just within the city 
limits, is some, oh, $400 million that we expect to spend on highways 
within the next 3% years. So I am very familiar with that. And 
that is an important thing to the overall economy of the country, 
not just to Chicago. I agree with you. 

Mr. Dineeti. Well, this particular piece of legislation then is not 
necessarily, let’s say: a Federal bonanza for just one particular part 
of the transportation industry, or one particular part of the economy, 
am I correct ? 

Mr. DeMenv. I think you are correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Drncett. Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. Is that all? 

Mr. Drncetux. I yield the floor. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Glenn. 

Mr. Gitenn. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rogers of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I have just a question 
or two. 

Mr. DeMent, I have enjoyed your testimony, I think it has been 
very helpful. 

I wonder if you could give us some idea about the Federal airport 
plan, your group, if they have given much consideration to it? I was 
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surprised a little bit on our national airport plan when I understood 
that it was the survey that has been made, and then the Administrator 
has ‘testified he does not put much weight in the survey at all. So 
it appears we do not have much of an airport plan. Now I wonder 
if your group could give us information as to how many airports, for 
instance, you think will be necessary to take care of the jet age that 
we are Moving into, say, in the next 4 years? As I understand it, 
the FAA estimates that they hope to construct, or help construct, 78 
airports to take care of jet flying in this country at the end of a 4-year 
period, and I wondered if your group had any thoughts on that, and 
if ithas been coordinated with the thinking of FAA ? 

Mr. DeMenr. Let me say that this is a little difficult to answer 
because I personally do not know of any coordination between FAA 
and the airport operators themselves, although there may be many 
instances. But I do not know of any. I think FAA has made this 
determination on their own without consultation with our group. 

It would seem, and I am not speaking for the Airport Gebeatere 
Council, but it is just a personal opinion, that maybe 78 airports would 
be a reasonable amount that would be necessary for the actual opera- 
tion of jet airplanes. 

But this whole segment goes way beyond the jet airplane, in feeding 
the jet airplane. Because a jet airplane now will carry from 125 to 
150 passengers. So they come into a terminal, and 125 to 150 people 
are unloaded at once in the terminal facility rather than 60 to 70 or 44 
as the case has been in the past. So I would just offhand, as a 
personal opinion, say I would agree that figure seems completely 
reasonable. 

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Fine. If you find in a discussion with your 
group, or if you have any facts, I would appreciate having them. 

Mr. DeMent. We will see if we can find some for you, sir. 

Mr. Rogers of Florida. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Keith. 

Mr. Keiru. No, sir. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Brock. 

Mr. Brock. No questions. 

The Cuarman. Mr. Bennett. 

Mr, Bennetr. Mr. Chairman, I ask the Federal Aviation Agency 
to provide me with the information that my colleague Mr. Moss has 
asked: for on the Federal funds that have. been. allocated.to buildings 
and related terminal area development under Public Law 211 from 
196 through 1959. And this is clea down by States and cities— 
or airports in States—and indicates this, that for that period 1956-59, 
fiscal year, the grand total of $51,613,677 was spent on terminal build- 
ings, and that $14,802,271 was spent on other terminal areas, for a 
grant total of $65,695,948, which is roughly 30 percent of the entire 
amount spent under the program during that period. 

_ And I would like, Mr. Chairman, to have this statement included 
in the record at this point. 

e Cuarrman. I think it should go in the record. And as a mat- 
ter of fact, it answers the question that I have propounded, which was 
of a broader scope than what Mr. Moss had asked for. 


Mr. Moss. It does not answer the question I propounded be- 
cause—— 
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Mr. Bennett. Well, it answers part of your question. 

Mr. Moss. No; it does not even answer part of it. 

We have had the statement made that the funds have gone into 
lush bars—I think I quoted correctly—and restaurants and other 
acilities of that kind. I want to know the amount of Federal funds 

which have been committed underwriting part of the cost of facilities 
of that kind. 

Mr. Bennetr. You mean how much of this $65 million goes into 
bars and restaurants—— 

Mr. Moss. That is right. 

Mr. Bennett. And what else? 

Mr. Moss. Well, the plush facilities. I noted the regulation, or the 
olicy, which is presumed to guard the Administrator, and if he is 
ollowing it, then the answer should be “None.” If he is not follow- 

ing it, and the statement made yesterday by him is correct, then he is 
allocating such funds, and I want to know how much. 

a Drince.w. He ought to be fired if he is not adhering to his own 
olicy 

. Mr. Bennett. There is no restriction in the present law. 

Mr. Moss. There is a regulation. 

Mr. Bennett. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. There is no restriction, 
as I understand it, in the present law which ‘would prohibit the Ad- 
ministrator from spending money for anything, any of these, includ- 
ing bars. And it is my understanding that Federal funds have gone 
into those facilities, and for the first time last year, in the chairman’s 
bill, a restriction was put in which would prohibit that type of ex- 
penditure for that type of facility. That bill, of course, did not 
pass 

Mr. Moss. I am not talking about the statute, I am talking about 
the policy regulations presumed to be followed by the Administrator. 
I read that from this statement, and if that is being followed, then 
none of these facilities have been financed in part by Federal funds, 

The Cuarrman. The information referred to, which would be the 
answer to the question that I propounded, Mr: Moss, will be included 
in the record at this point. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 
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Federal-aid airport program—Federal funds allocated to buildings and related terminal 
area development under Public Law 211 (fiscal years 1956-59) 


——— 








Location Build- 
| ings 

a rnemverninntineanininnren osmenonbiate | 
Jabama: | 
Birmingham. ----.--....../$1, 175, 000 

i dsdcgtinnncsncem | 20,000 
Montgomery .-.-..--..-.--.. | 207,770 
Muscle Shoals--_-....-.---- 71, 000) 
ees 
Arizona: | 
Casa Grande----......--- 0) 
Flagstaff... .------------- 5, 000) 
SE en 18, 418) 
ON | 628, 304) 
SE oh patonas.- a ence. | 13, 764] 
a -| 0} 
Tucson..--- gieeniirenes! 0 
cli ne canreduech-a ee 665, 486 

Arkansas: ; 

Arkadelphia.............. 0 


Fort Smith_- 
Little Rock 


173, 000 
109, 300 


Rogers _—— i 0 
Springdale... iiiateaekl 0 
Texarkana.............. 4 69, 000 
Tetel...... 351, 300 
California: 
Bakersfield -__-- ; 10, 000 
Carlsbad 10, 000 
Columbia 15, 000 
Fresno: Chandler Field 0 
Fresno Air Terminal 532, 702 
Half Moon Bay. Stic 13, 006 
Hayward......... i 0 
Lancaster - - - os a 0 
EL... connanae 0 
Oakland_......--- 1, 393, 164 
Ontario 0 
Oroville 0 
Pomona. - 98, 876 
Salinas 27, 250 
San Diego: Lindbergh 
Field. 1, 000, 000 
San Jose 0 
Stockton 170, 666 
Susanville 7, 212 
Total__ 3, 277, 876 
Colorado: 
Alamosa 0 
Boulder 7, 987 
Cortez 42, 624 
Lamar 0 
Pueblo 0 
Total 50, 611 
Connecticut: 
Bridgeport 245, 000 
Danbury 12, 101 


New Haven 


f 34, 722 
Windsor Locks 


582, 500 


Total 874, 323 
Delaware: Wilmington 0} 
Florida: 


Daytona Beach 
Fort Lauderdale 
Jacksonville 
Key West 


220, 177 
131, 400 
100, 110 
250, 218 


Kissimmee 0 
Lakeland_. 43, 428 
Melbourne nae 50, 000} 
ee dS ORR oes 


36684—59——-13 


Other 
terminal 
area 
facilities 


$334, ! 
28, 


57, 


fk 


vo, 2 


10, 
397, 


9 


86, 5 


650, 000 || 


420, 


397 
000 
262 


336 


, 015 


, 010 





0 | 


Location 





Florida—Continued 
Panama City 
2, Re 
St. Petersburg 
ee, , Sr 
Tallahassee 
Tampa 


|| Georgia: 


I ss doc adipic dcca 
UR ities. a cadacde 
Atlanta Municipal 
Carrollton 
Macon 


Idaho: 
Idaho Falls_......-- 
Moose Creek ___ 
Sandpoint 
Total 


Iilinois: 

Aurora. ..- 
Alton.._.. 
Carbondale 
Champaign 
Chicago: 

Midway Airport 

Meigs Airport_- aa 

O’ Hare International 
Danville___-- 
RIO cn snaltos 
Effingham _.-_- 
Flora... ies 
Galesburg -- 
Jacksonville_ 
Marion__.---- ? 
Mount Vernon. 
OiMmGy . <2 cece 
Peoria allies 
Springfield 
Sterling 
West Chicago 


Total 


Indiana: 
Anderson 
Gary 
Indianapolis 
Kokomo 
Logansport 
Marion 
Michigan City 
Terre Haute 


Total... 


Iowa: 
Audubon 
Burlington 
Cedar Rapids 
Creston 
Dubuque 
Forest City 
Mason City 
Newton 
Sheldon 
Sioux City- 
Total 








| Other 
| Build- | terminal 

| ings area 
facilities 

ae 

| $67,000} $5, 500 
| 0 10, 000 
| 173,733} 35, 250 
| 160, 000 13, 000 
| 157, 500 15, 000 
205, 500 4, 500 
3, 378,041} 806, 684 
en 
109, 105 7, 500 
34, 000 5, 000 
2,113,500! 175, 000 
0} 1, 500 
| 57, 100} 0 
250, 000} 5, 000 
22, 500} 12, 500 





i, 205) 206, 500 


177, 520 16, 031 
0 279 

0} 2, 970 

77, 520) 19, 280 
0} 10, 500 

42, 500 0 
0 20, 000 

211, 950 34, 000 


0 306, 000 


51, 650 0 
0 137, 500 

40, 000 8, 000 
0 2, 500 

0 2, 000 

0 2, 000 

48, 000 42, 500 
0 2, 000 

10, 500 0 
0 38, 000 

0 9, 500 

571, 845) 105, 000 
332, 240 57, 150 
0} 43, 000 


102, 000} 25, 000 


| 


844, 


1, 410, 685} 650 
0} 22, 500 

10, 000} 5, 800 

0} 89, 781 

0} 4, 250 

5, 000) 5, 000 

0} 5, 000 

7, 125) 0 

8, 000) 5, 000 


30,125) 137,331 


ol 500 

17, 830] 0 
0| 8, 500 

0} 1, 100 

f 4,000 

( 1, 200 
7,128 

( 750 

7, WK 1, 120 
40, 000| 3, 750 


65, 33¢ | 28, 048 
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Federal-aid airport program—Federal funds allocated to buildings and related terming? 
area development under Public Law 211 (fiscal years 1956-59—Continued 


















































ee 
Other | | | Other 
Location Build- | terminal || Location Build- | terminal 
ings area | ings area 
facilities | | facilities 
Kansas: | Minnesota: 
a 0} — $1, 000 | Minneapolis Interna- 
Se 0 688 | tional_____ \$2, 604, 695) $390, 297 
Gerden Olty-..-....-.--.- $30, 000 17, 500 || Rochester: New Munici- | | - $a 
She diltpasacee= a_i 0 2, 500 || Seb aittt Os ict deccadnws 400, 000! 0 
Rs = <u Nile oie aeeaeks asiee - 0 700 |) Send |————| —___ 
SE 26, 040 0 |} otal__._- .-.------| 3,004,695} 390 
thick aiken ko - oo 47,636, 24, 700 || | —e 
|__| || Mississippi: ba 
Pe kddatinwadescasces- 103, 676 47,088 || Cleveland __ . 6, 000) 300 
| |! Hattiesburg. - cae 10, 000) “9 
Kentucky: Natchez Cats eee 44, 875 7, 952 
Covington__........-...--| 817,992] 100,111 |} | een SSE 
Elizabethtown _ - as all 0} 1,000 || Tetelicc.... a 60, 875 8, 252 
il SS IEEE Se | 2, 500} 0 |) caetteetines 
Louisville. ----.- -----| 821,000 0 || Missouri: 
——_—} —— || Cape Girardeau ___- i 40, 080 0 
NORE. toSuceanknesesh | 1,641,492) 101,111 || Kansas City Municipal_ 709,315) 245, 450 
seme | St. Louis: Lambert. -- 709, 502 oe 
Louisiana: | | Springfield _ .. ‘ | 10, 000 0 
Baton Rouge.....--.-.---- 5, 000} 5,000 || edie a 
Gc occas | 55, 790) 0 || Total__.......----.-----] 1,468, 807| 245, 459 
Lake Charles............. | 175,000 92, 500 || - =| 
New Orleans: Moisant | | Montana: 
International.........-.. | 1, 502, 550) 0 |) Billings... __ | 306, 436 0 
~ = = Great Falls_. -----.| 72,300} 1,070 
WE cGkS ddeneerween | 1, 738, 340) 97, 500 - aia 
_—=|_-_=——— Tetelies... 378, 736) on 
Maine: | <== ae 
IN wins ncn mchahnratiot | 26, 750) 1,500 || Nebraska: 
Ree | 18, 270) 0 || North Platte_-.. 0! 2, 250 
Portland _- -- t Rail 0 20,000 |} Omaha_ 0 80, 000 
Vo ee 0 7,000 || Scribner-_.-- 16, 450 6, 000 
EE Uckconecmaved stl | 45, 020) 28, 500 Total_._-- 16, 450 88, 250 
Maryland: | Nevada: | | 
Baltimore: Friendship | aa | 0} =-:13, 024 
International. ........-- 288, 250) 35, 000 Las Vegas._ 0} = 69, 581 
SS eee 0} 800 || eee 282, 670) 341, 032 
Hagerstown. .-.....-...-- 0} 135,000 || | sascsnseessnes lial 
— -——_——_ |] Total... : .| 282,670! 423, 637 
i ai j 288, 250) 170, 800 } = ——S— — 
—|=—==— || New Hampshire: | 
Massachusetts: | || Keene. - need | 62, 500| 5, 000 
| | 778,000} 102, 500 || Laconia.......-.-...-.---] 17,822) 0 
CO eee | 5, 460) 8, 290 || oneal 
PUNTA oe ne 0| 12, 250 || Total. 300.06)... | 80,3221 5,000 
Hyannis neat a chs ttin ashi anentipendh 130, 456) 68, 300 |} == wee ener 
Martha’s Vineyard._-.--_-- 0 3, 983 || New Jersey: 
PE iudgcansncasunwa 20, 000) 10, 000 || Atlantic City... | 325, 000) 75, 000 
New Bedford...........--| 22,750! 65, 525 || Newark. -- ------| 900,000} 377, 500 
Rn ce men | 18, 842} 9, 665 Trenton_____.-- a 0| 2, 500 
ticincnboccanes 0| 8, 668 || ooeneemnil - 
Southbridge__..._......-- 0| 6, 000 || Total......- Sigh toes | 1,225,000} 455, 000 
Turners Falls_-_--- Sxecniteanitida | 0} 2, 500 || —> |— —_——== 
ES 28, 000 3,000 || New Mexico: | 
a Sa 37, 858| 119, 184 || Alamogordo. .-...........- 30, 950) 7, 500 
pre — |i Bs icaccccctao<0 <<) 51, 975} 5, 119 
| oe 1, 041, 366] 419,865 ||  Hobbs....--...-.--2--_...| 0} 80, 282 
——— | =———— | Las Cruces......_. . 0} 29, 804 
Michigan: | Santa Fe-_.-.-- ee: 45, 153 14, 115 
OS 31, 250) 0 ‘Tucwmete........... 20, 000 0 
estie Creek... .........-- | 106,222) 13, 000 | —————— 
Crystal Falls...........-. 0} 9, 500 |} Weer an8be scien 148, 078} 136, $22 
Detroit: Metropolitan- | 1] —=—<—S _ 
Sd dc ccrileaincien tien | 2,031,668) 184,500 || New York: } 
Houghton. _..........-- 28, 500) 10, 500 | Albany-. ac. | 0 18,70 
Ironwood... --- 25, 000! 9, 000 || Binghamton... _..--| 391,250} 107,063 
Jackson 35, 450) 0 Buffalo. ; a | 159, 500 0 
Kalamazoo. - --- 20, 000) 40,000 || Elmira. “ | 405, 510)...-..--.- 
Lansing -. ‘ 431,072) 114,000 || Islip-- Lae J 0} 172,000 
Marquette _ _- ‘ 67, 093) 0 Jamestown ----- i 0 7, 500 
Pontiac..... aoe 50, 000) 56, 500 New York: 
—-— - —-- La Guardia___..-- 0} =: 130, 00 
Total.._- ee 2, 826, 255 437, 000 International. : 1, 000, 000 0 
= = |- Olean... _.-- ‘ | 0 5, 00 





90, 227 
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Federal-aid airport progra m—Federal funds allocated to buildings and related terminal 
area development under Public Law 211 (fiscal years 1956-59)—Continued 


ee ee ee 























i 











Other | 
Location Build- | terminal 
ings area 
facilities 
————$—— | --— ——— 
York—Continued 
New ochester........--------| $217,500] $140, 000 
s ates 666, 243 9, 555 
75,000} 160, 000 
White Plains. -------.-- oI 40, 200 || 
Motel....--- _..---a----| 3,015,003} 790, 018 || 
h Carolina: olit La , kee 
ei neville Dheonsapaecanan 199, 680 0 || 
aS 100, 000! 0 |} 
Greensboro-- --- sds 68, 500) 30, 585 || 
a 100, 000} 3, 500 |} 
i ec nnincteiient 64, 500 42, 000 || 
SEE cacnanconcnas 15, 000 23, 300 || 
0 547, 680) 99, 385 
‘~ = — — = 
y Dakota: 
~_ vet 30, 449 0 
EE ide hnciidaaens 30, 000 2, 000 
ee 39, 000) 2, 500 | 
ti ih stbiiinnnniann 99, 449] 4, 500 | 
hio: 
; Akron: Akron - Canton | | 
Airport % SS 86, 000 
Cleveland: Hopkins Air- | 
port..........-------..-| 476,982) 140,876 | 
Columbus 1,400,000; 250,000 
Dayton. - -. : 1, 556,000} 489, 000 
ei anegcinaibaube 35, 000} 0 
Youngstown -...---- 14, 337 48, 747 || 
canesieesiptekastl eensliiclaittetiast 1 
Total..........---------| 4,282, 269] 1,014, 623 | 
Oklahoma: | 
Dem... ....-..--...-..- | 20,000) 1,000 || 
i binsc=<caniscdis« | 0 31, 400 
Hobart. ....-.-- | 28, 870 0 
ee 0 3, 000 | 
Municipal No. 1 Air- | 
port................| 1,048,942; 600,000 || 
Municipal No. 2 Air- | | 
iad tbasnonacese } 101,729 75, 000 |} 
a 1, 199, 541 710, 400 
Oregon: wer ihe 
te Seckdechos as 0 34, 176 
Bagene...................| 0 15, 049 
Grants Pass.............- 0 7, 000 
iil a 0 11, 420 
Pendleton. .-.........-- | 0 5, 878 |} 
Portland - - -.. ...--| 1,038,045 448, 580 
So are ....| 1,088,045] 522,103 
——_—_—_—____—_™_™_—_s———O 
Pennsylvania: | 
EE donne anes 79, 510 40, 000 || 
Coatesville... 0} 7, 600 || 
SEs cnnnssdaccconce 0 8, 000 || 
Se 320, 500) 32, 500 || 
Harrisburg...............| 60,000) 0 || 
Philadelphia: §Interna- || 
tional. _ _........._..._.| 1, 103, 405) 0 
Pittsburgh: Greater Pitts- |] 
burgh.........__.- .--| 1, 279, 750 0 }) 
Reading..................| 200,000} 0 || 
Washington __. = 31, 000) 5, 000 
Wilkes-Barre ........._.| 497,379] 137, 580 || 
Williamsport__......_.__- 0 4, 695 || 
Cre eee ene 
Total... ..---.-.--| 3 571,544] 285,275 1 
Rhode Island: Providence.._| 884,210} 80, 000 || 
| ee | | 


Location 








South Carolina: 
ge 
| ea 
Sumter-_- 
Union 


South Dakota: 
Mobridge-.----...--- aes 
Pierre a nade 
Yankton 


|| Tennessee: 


Cleveland - - 
Cookeville . : 
Crossville - a ; ae 
Knoxville 
Lebanon. -----.-.-. 
ee 
Nashville 
Pete bl. ..sbes 


Texas: 
Austin. -- 
Beaumont - 
Breckenridge--__- 
Brownsville 
Brownwood 
CONG, . Ahdtes sc acnieude 
College Station. _.......-- 
Corpus Christi: New 
Municipal._-.---_._- - 





ne 
I i innenstibsinniuelbinigalees 
Galveston 
TGC... cb nnctcccece 
EE Sac actbccasacksa 


Antonio Interna- 
meh bib dancqguan She 

Stephenville.............. 

Sulphur Springs 


BOD anche obipttitinieitiin 
Salt Lake City: Munici- 
pal No. 1 Airport 


Vermont Barre-Montpelier_. 

Virginia: 
Charlottesville 
Lynchburg...-....-.....-- 
Newport News.........--]} 
Norfolk. ._... eh Ise: | 
eee ro 
Richmond 
Roeripke jj ..Li....6-s- 
South Boston............. 
Staunton 





hl) oe BE ce \1, 356, 876 














Other 
Build- | terminal 
ings area 
facilities 
$65, 000 $10, 000 
10, 000 0 
0 2, 500 
10, 000 3, 000 
0 2, 500 
85, 000 18, 0 
ae SS 
ol 6, 883 
37, 150} 5, 299 
0} 2, 348 
ine lifgetM Conc age 
37, 150) 14, 530 
| 
0} 7, 000 
0} 1, 000 
0} 3, 000 
30, 000 8, 164 
0} 5, 000 
0 4, 600 
969, 960) 540, 040 
0} 1,750 
999,960! 570, 554 
400,000} 9, 500 
0 7,000 
0} 3, 275 
12, 500) 
14, 000} 2, 795 
0} 1, 500 
49, 400 0 
504, 360 139, 955 
8, 000 5, 000 
256, 000 27, 300 
0 8, 855 
30, 500 12, 102 
0 5, 170 
285, 000 297, 750 
140, 720 | 41, 240 
279, 450 139, 068 
27, 862 35, 700 
11, 735 0 
0 4, 000 
, 025 28, 530 
0 7, 000 
0 15, 000 
2, 365, 552 800, 940 
0 | 7, 453 
5, 823 7, 500 
17, 810 0 
0 2, 200 
0 4, 862 
iL, 333, 243 | 35, 039 
| 57, 054 
30,00} 0 
30, 000 0 
25, 000 12, 000 
60, 000 7, 000 
450,000} 42 500 
0 | 6; 750 
18, 000 75, 000 
0 37, 425 
0 3, 000 
0} 5, 000 
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Federal-aid airport program—Federal funds allocated to buildings and related terminal 
area development under Public Law 211 (fiscal years 1956-59)—Continued 




















| i 

Other | | | Other 
Location Build- | terminal || Location Build- | terminal 

| ings area ings | area 
facilities facilities 

Virginia—Continued || Wyoming—Continued 

Wytheville. ---- siiharanaenrbt 0 $25, 000 || Sheridan ; $24, 164) $4. 739 
iim pitas 1 Torrington. _____- ol 5718 
WR dass sp ewcewerens $592,000 | 213, 675 || | presen ee 
—— SO xe saina ene 350, 024) 78, 081 
Washington: | | | 

Pullman-Moscow sf 5, 250 0 || Alaska: 

Seattle: RMN presse 65,......-... 0 750 
Boeing Field 0 23, 371 || Arctic Village - - -- a3 0| 30,000 
Seattle-Tacoma 273, 254 96,779 || BOC cle ho cnc eenen 18,750} 41, 95 

Wenatchee . 20, 580 2, 406 || Beaver. .....- 0| 3.750 

Yakima 0 5, 174 |} Chitna___- Se 0 2 250 

|———-—— | Excursion Inlet_- 0 6. 500 

Total 299,084) 127,730 || Haines--......- 0 17.323 

=== —_—Sj—— || MOUNTS 01 62 -pnvcwne 25, 000 0 

West Virginia 1} SOG ease occeuns 0 9, 900 

PD tiiacbcdccccbend | 65,000 18, 623 || Hooper Bay....-.------ 0} 60,000 

Clarksburg --.-....---..--- | 0 13, 500 || DEEN Gass. -<.-0-<- 0 7000 

Huntington _| 175,000 0 || oO — eanesans 400,000! 12 500 

Parkersburg oul 50, 000 0 |} | ee Sa 0 L 500 

ferme entrarememnen || Ee 0 3, 750 

Total 290, 000 32, 123 || J i SS 0 80, 000 
=—=——="| == = Kivalina-_-_- 0 4, 500 

Wisconsin: Kotzebue..........- : 0 3, 750 

Ashland | 18, 000 10, 000 || Mekoryuk----_---- = 0 56, 250 

Crandon 0 6, 150 Minto...... lahnwid 0 3, 750 

Eau Claire | 50, 000 17, 300 PIQOIO .05050<e Add 0 3,730 

Hartford 0 3, 250 || Nondalton- - -.- 0 7, 500 

Kenosha. - 0 6,000 || PeONNOUNE. ...5.c6de.Ss 0 90, 000 

Milwaukee: Seward_-_. 0 3,750 
Curtis 50, 000 15, 000 || -nwatitipchstiaeiaam 
Mitchell 144, 410] 54, 250 Total___ 443, 750 449, 723 

Oshkosh 66, 939) 17, 600 ee 

Rhinelander 31, 672 3, 500 || Hawaii: 

Sheboygan 0 2, 300 Honolulu ahve 435, 875] 1,350,000 

West Bend 0 2, 500 meus sf... .cnewee 64, 000! 25, 000 

IE AGC... banncnces. | 361,021} 137, 850 de. 499, 875| 1, 375, 000 
S| ]] Puerto Rico: San Juan........| 271, 250 12, 500 
Wyoming: | |} Virgin Islands: Christ iansted- | 

Casper tdjibbintenntile 0 $1,306 i) 8t. Croigsic...... “< 303, 000 20, 797 

Cheyenne- --.-.-.--. - of 214, 388 0 || SSS SS 

SRY. cnc undies “ 22, 876 5,000 || U.S. total... . <a 50, 095, 802) 12, 224 251 

Gillette. _...._-. . -| 0 8,004 || Territorial totals..............| 1, 517,875} 1, 858,020 

Jackson - -- i we 42, 391 13, 721 |} En 

Rawlins 13, 154 3, 500 |} Grand Total__......-- _.------|51, 613, 677/14, 082, 271 

Riverton -- 33, 051 6, 100 |} 


The Cuatrman. And I would like to make it known we will request 
the Federal Aviation Agency to supply us with a breakdown of the 
funds allocated for the same years, the total funds allocated for the 
same years, which would include, not only terminals, but also the 
funds which went into the airport development program itself. I 
think we should have the entire record on that. And at the same 
time we will undertake to get the information Mr. Moss asked for. 
Whether that information can be made available we do not know, but 
we will try to get it. 

Mr. Dineevi. Mr. Chairman, would it be possible to include in that 
coin machine, telephones, the type that were complained of in yes- 
terday’s transcript, restaurants, parking lots, and so forth and so on, 
so that we might have a full and complete picture of whether or not 
the Administrator is carrying out his lawful and proper responsibili- 
ties or not ? : 

The Cuairman. Well of course we will undertake to get all the in- 
formation we can to meet the requests. 
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78, 081 
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30, 000 
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3,790 
2, 250 
6, 500 
17, 323 
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Mr. DeMent, we want to thank you for your appearance here today, 
and also Mr. Burnard, and for the information which you have given 
to the committee. And you can supply the additional information 
which was requested from time to time at your earliest convenience. 

Thank you very much. 

We note the presence of our colleague here from Nebraska, Mr. 
Cunningham, 

Mr. Cunningham, I am sorry that we have detained you but you see 
what the situation is. We called for you yesterday and you, of course, 
could not be here. We would be glad to have your statement at this 


point. 
STATEMENT OF HON. GLENN CUNNINGHAM, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Cunnrncuam. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

I realize the hour is late, and I would like permission to insert my 
complete statement in the record, and I will only take a moment of 
your time to summarize for you. 

" The CuarrmMan. Very well, your statement will be included in the 
record, and we are very glad to welcome you here. 

Mr. ConninenAm. Thank you, you are very kind. 

(The document referred to 1s as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE GLENN CUNNINGHAM, OF NEBRASKA, BEFORE THE 
House COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE IN REGARD TO BILLS 
To EXTEND THE FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this opportunity 
to spell out the details of my amendment to the legislation under consideration. 
I shall be brief, as little explanation is necessary and I know there are many 
witnesses who wish to give you their views. 

The Federal-aid airport program is one of the very few Federal-aid matching 
fund programs which contain the reapportionment provision. As I’m sure you 
know, the reapportionment proviso allows unused State allotments under the 
Federal Airport Act to lapse if unmatched after 2 years. The unused allotments 
of various States are then reapportioned among all the States. 

My objections to this procedure are basic : 

1. The pressure is great to take advantage of this “free’ Federal money: 
Most cities have many things to do, and airport construction is only one of the 
problems our cities face. Most cities have some type of orderly plan for tackling 
these problems. If too many cities within a State do not have airport con- 
struction scheduled within a certain 2-year period, that State will lose its share 
of this Federal fund to other States or, it will postpone other projects which are 
perhaps needed more than airport improvements so it can get this Federal 
matching money. This proviso upsets orderly planning and financing of civic 
needs. 

2. The fact that these funds will be reapportioned if not matched by local 
funds. gives rise to the saying, “If we don’t get it, someone else will.” This 
proviso is a pressure on local and State governments to spend now in order to 
match available funds, whereas it might not be the wisest plan to spend now, 
especially if the spending by the local communities is in any part dictated by 
the “If we don’t get it, someone else will” philosophy. 

3. A basic tenet of Federal-aid programs is that they will be of the greatest 
benefit to the so-called poorer States, or those which have the least income or 
the greatest needs. It seems evident that reapportionment is a penalty on the 
poor States. If the poor States had the money to match these Federal funds, 
they probably would not need them so much because they would have had funds 
in the past to tackle the airport problem, If they haven’t had enough money to 
start on the airport problem, chances are they still do not have enough money 
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and will not be able to match the Federal offer. So the so-called poor States 
would not be the chief beneficiaries of this aid if the reapportionment proyigo 
remains, 

4. On the other hand, the reapportionment proviso is a penalty on the ip. 
dustrious States. For these are the States which have gone ahead on their 
own and attacked the problem of airport construction. These States haye 
used local and State taxes for airports and to a certain degree will not neeg 
the Federal funds. Yet the citizens of these industrious and forward-loo 
States will be paying for their own airports through State and local taxes 
and for every other State’s airports through Federal taxes used to finance this 
program. Without the reapportionment proviso, a State that did not need the 
Federal funds would have at least some of its share revert unspent to the 
Treasury for other purposes. Perhaps even to reduce the national debt. 

5. It may be argued that reapportionment is a way to meet the varying needs 
of the various States, that emergencies arise which need immediate action 
and funds may not be available from a State quota to handle this emergency, 
I would just point out to you that only 75 percent of the funds under this 
program are apportioned to the States. The other 25 percent remains ayaij- 
able for allocation by the Director to emergency situations and special large. 
scale ventures as needed. So the reapportionment proviso is not needed to 
handle emergencies. 


These are my main reasons for opposing the reapportionment proviso. Only 
a few—five—Federal matching fund programs have this proviso. My plea 
to you is to strike the reapportionment clause from the Federal Airport Act. 

Mr. Cunnrtncuam. The Federal airport program is one of the very 
few Federal-aid matching fund programs which contains the reap. 
portionment provision. As Iam sure you know, the reapportionment 
proviso allows unused State allotments under the Federal Airport 
Act to lapse if unmatched after 2 years. The unused allotments of 
various States are then reapportioned among the other States. 

Now that is the purpose, that particular portion of the Airport 
Act is what my bill, H.R. 2987, is aimed at. I introduced it last 
year, and I introduce it again. I do not expect that the Congress 
will jump up and demand that it be adopted, but I think it is some- 
thing that is very serious to many of us throughout, the country, and 
I think it ought to receive serious consideration. 

There are several objections to it in my view. First of all, the 
pressure is great to take advantage of the so-called free Federal 
money. This proviso upsets orderly planning and financing of civic 
needs. The fact that these funds will - reapportioned if not matched 
by local funds gives rise to the saying “If we don’t get it, someone 
else will.” And during the 6 years that I served as mayor of Omaha, 
Nebr., that thing plagued me a great deal. Upon request our city 

vernment applied for Federal funds for such things as urban re- 
duvélopment which we did not need, our people did not want. They 
had voted down the program. But the money was there dangling 
in front of us, and there was a great deal of pressure from certain 
groups demanding that some of that money be allocated to us. 

So I believe that that matter of reapportionment is something that 
ought to be given serious study. I do not think it is fair to those of us, 
for example, in Nebraska to have this money that is taken from us in 
the form of taxation put into a pot for the use of other States. I do 
not think it is fair to take that from us and then, because we are not n& 
position to match it, or do not care to match it, that it should be taken 
away from us and reapportioned among other States. I do not think 
that we should be in the position in Omaha, Nebr., for example, or 
any part of our State, to help pay for the cost of constructing airports 
in other cities. 
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Actually, I think that this reapportionment provision favors the 
large metropolitan areas at the expense of the smaller and medium- 
sized cities. I know there are arguments on the other side. I won’t 
take your time to recite them, but I am familiar with them. 

But I think any Congressman who represents an area such as mine 
should take serious consideration of this particular proviso and the 
pill that I have introduced so that this money will not be taken from 
us and used in other States. There are two alternatives. One would 
be to leave the money on deposit indefinitely in our behalf in the event 
our people at any time in the future would like to match this money. 
Leave it on deposit, to our account indefinitely. Or, if we do not use 
it within a certain period of time that it revert to the Treasury of the 
United States. We would not like that particular practice either, but 
it would be the lesser of the several evils involved. We would not 
particularly stand still for that. But that would be less of an evil 
than taking it away from us and having it used by some other State. 

So I hope that this will be given serious considerable. I repeat 
itis one of only a few of these Federal matching programs that has this 

roviso in it. And I might say that when the appropriation bill came 

fore the Congress last year with the reapportionment proviso it was 
subject to a point of order because it was ruled that that was legislation 
on an appropriation bill. Of course, it was knocked out when it was 
before the House, this proviso, but when it got to a conference between 
the two bodies, it was reinserted. This is something that bothers me, 
and it bothers my people. 

These last 2 years we have had issues up before the people, bond 
issues, which would provide money with which to expand our airport, 
and both of those issues were soundly defeated, in some cases by 6 and 
7 to 1 against the people of Omaha spending any further moneys on 
their airports. So there is no money in our community to match these 
Federal funds, and it has been very evident that the people of our 
community are not in favor of it. I have nothing against the airlines, 
I have nothing against a moderate bill to help them. I do believe, 
however, that those of us who represent, for example as I do, the rail- 
road industry, with the fourth largest rail center in the country, that 
those people ought to be given some consideration. I see no reason 
why we should be building terminals and other facilities unless at 
the same time we would be building depots and bus and train stations. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to be here. I want 
to leave that thought with you, and I hope that you will give it 
serious consideration. In closing I want to say that you have a very 
fine, eng Congressman hewn the State of Nebraska on your 
committee, and I know that he is going to make a great contribution 


to hei 
k you very much. 

The Cuatmrman. Thank you. I will say to our colleague, we are 
cognizant of the fact we have one of our new members from your 
great, State, and obviously we have already seen that he is going to 
make quite a contribution to the tremendous problems we have codea 
this committee. 

It is to have your statement. What does your bill provide? 
_ Mr. Cunnincuam. Well, it just simply provides that if this money 
is not matched by the State that it reverts to the Federal Treasu 
Instead of being reapportioned among other States or put in this 
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special fund to be used to help other States and cities with their 
problems. It simply says that if you take our money to make up this 
pot for airport facilities, that you not take our share of it and give 
it to some other State. We either want you to leave it on deposit 
for an indefinite period, so that some time in the future we might be 
in a position to match it, or that it revert to the Federal Treasury, 
We are just that jealous of our taxpayers’ dollar in our State, — 

The CuHarrman. Of course, I might say to our colleague that 
actually there is no fund set aside out of the Treasury for this pur- 
pose. It is never called for until it is actually used. 

Mr. CunnincHuam. I might say to the chairman I understand that, 

The Cuarman. This is contractual authority that is given under 
the program. 

Now, you are talking about reversion. We have been talking a 
great deal about the discretionary fund. How long do you think 
would be a reasonable time to give the great city of Omaha, for 
example, an opportunity to use this fund if they were to be obligated? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I would say if you could not see your way clear 
to making it indefinitely, that 8 to 10 years would be a reasonable 

eriod. 

3 The Cuamman. Do you anticipate Omaha is going to develop its 
airport ? 

Mr. Cunninenam. Omaha, sir, has developed its airport. The 
only thing is we think it has been developed far enough, that is, our 
people think that. 

ow, there might be some things in the future, with the jet age 
and all that sort of thing, that will require some additional expendi- 
tures. We do not need it right at the moment. Our people do not 
believe that it should be spent for any further development at this 
time. But I would not be in a position to say that 5 or 6, 8, or 10 
years hence, with these developments moving so rapidly ahead, that 
there might be some need for further additions and improvements. 

The CHarrman. Of course, under this program, the obligation au- 
thority remains for a period of 2 years. Now, there would be a period 
of 4 years which would mean a total of 6 years that some of this could 
be available for such communities as yours should they decide they 
needed expansion. ‘So, under this program, you have available a maxi- 
mum of 6 years in which to decide what you are going to do. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Is the bulk of the money tied up in the 2-year 
provision ? 

The Cuarrman. The present law provides that the funds are avail- 
able for that particular State under the allocation formula for a 
period of 2 years. Then it reverts back to the Administrator for him 
to reallocate. 

This is what General Quesada was complaining about yesterday, it 
is a matter of streamlining, he called: it, or modernizing, although I 
cannot very well see myself the appropriateness of the term; but it 
would be reallocated and the same State would get back its portion 
under the formula. I am somewhat of the opinion to go along with 
him on this suggestion—that, it go into a discretionary fund. Now, 
whether 2 years is sufficient I do not know. Under the present law, 
you see, it is a continuing proposition you have. 
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Mr. Cunnincuam. Mr. Chairman, under this, if we do not match 
‘it in 2 years and it reverts to the special fund, is that not sort of an 
emergency fund ? 

The CuHarrmMan. No; it is discretionary, and the Administrator, 
under the present law, has to reallocate it under the formula. Then 
you have 2 years to use your share of that. And in 2 years, if it is 
not used up, it reverts back. 

But you have raised a point which very little discussion has been 

iven to, and that is the time element in which the policy of reversion 
should take place, and we want to thank you for raising this question 
for the record. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Thank you very much, 

The Cuatrman. Does anyone else have any questions ? 

Mr. Moss. I have one question. 

Did I understand you to say that there had been submitted to the 
yoters of Omaha a proposal to issue bonds for improvement or enlarg- 
ing the airport? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. There have been two such bond proposals in the 
last 2 years. 

Mr. Moss. And it is the opinion of your city administration that 
the airport is not in fact adequate—— 

Mr. CunnincHam. It may be. 

Mr. Moss. And merely not concurred in by your voters ? 

Mr. CunnineHam. It may be. There are always a lot of eager 
beavers when it comes to airport development, and they have been 
quite enthusiastic and no doubt have been of some influence to the 
city government, and they did put the issue on the ballot. That doesn’t 
mean they are sold on it, however. 

The practice in our community has been that if there is a group 
that feels such issue should be on the ballot the city officials ordinar- 
ily do not take a stand one way or another, they simply give them 
the right to have it on the ballot for the people to decide upon. 

Mr. Moss. It was not then the considered judgment of the plan- 
ners in the city that improvement was needed ? 

Mr. Cunntncuam. Oh, I would not say they were all of the opin- 
ion that the improvements were not needed. I would say, perhaps, 
some of them were. But I am only speaking of the official govern- 
ment. The mayor and the city council have usually taken the position 
that they would not prejudice themselves one way or another in 
favor of a bond issue. But if a sizable segment of the community 
presented a matter for the determination of the voters, they would go 


ae the routine of placing it on the ballot for the people to 
ecide. 


The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. 

I want to concur wholeheartedly in your words of caution, that 
regardless of how ambitious they might become in any locality for 
development of these facilities, they should not go beyond what is 
actually needed and what can be utilized in that period. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrrman. Thank you very much. May I inquire before we 


adjourn for the lunch hours, is there anyone here who desires to file 
4 statement ? 


(No response.) 
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The Cuamman. We will meet at 1:45, at which time, Mayor 
Hartsfield, we will hear you. 

(Thereupon, at 12 p.m., the subcommittee recessed to reconvene at 
1;45 p.m., of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


The Cuarrman. The committee will come to order. 

We are now glad to welcome back to this committee the mayor of 
another great city, the mayor of Atlanta, Ga. Mayor Hartsfield, we 
are glad to extend a welcome to you again. 

I am sorry that we could not get to you this morning. I hope we 
have not caused you too much inconvenience. 

Mr. Fuiynt. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Flynt. 

Mr. Friynt. I would like to add to the words of welcome of our 
chairman to the mayor of Georgia’s capital city. Mr. Hartsfield is 
opgeexing today not only in his capacity as mayor of Atlanta, but 
also appearing in behalf of both the American Municipal Association 
and the U.S. Conference of Mayors. 

Mr. Hartsfield has been mayor of Atlanta for nearly 20 years and 
his activities in that capacity are well known. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM B. HARTSFIELD, MAYOR OF 
ATLANTA, GA., ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN J. GUNTHER, GENERAL 
COUNSEL, U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS; AND HUGH MEILDS, JR, 
LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSO0- 
CIATION 


Mayor Harrsrievp. For the record, I am William B. Hartsfield, 
mayor of the city of Atlanta, Ga., and I am here representing the 
two great municipal organizations which Congressman Flynt men- 
tioned. The U.S. Conference of Mayors represents some 300 cities 
with populations of 30,000 or more, and all the major metropolitan 
areas are represented in its membership. 

I am also chairman of the airport committee of the American Mu- 
nicipal Association, which represents over 13,000 cities, towns, and 
villages of all sizes. In other words, we come here not with some 
great airport in mind. We represent them all, the large and the 
small and the inbetween, all of whom are very much interested in 
this bill, or these bills. 

Before I proceed, I would like to put in the record the fact that 
Mr. John J. Gunther, general counsel of the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors, and Mr. Hugh Meilds, Jr., legislative representative of the 
Saar Municipal Association, are with me here at the witness 
table. 

I would like to say a little something ad lib, before we get to the 
formal statement. I have been here and listened to every word that 
has been said. I was particularly interested in General Quesada’s 
remarks and I am frank to say that we are disturbed with his general 
philosophy. I recall that he gave similar testimony before a Senate 
committee, and as representing the cities of the Nation, I appeared 
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after him and made a little observation that with your permission I 
would like to read out of the record. It is very short. 

We would like to comment ad lib about some of Mr. Quesada’s testimony, and 
to say that we who represent the cities of America are genuinely alarmed over 
the philosophy of those Federal officials who are now in charge of civil aviation. 

Somehow or other, we get the impression that they do not really know the 
problems of civil aviation as it affects cities. We are disturbed over the 
organizational chart which we have seen and which puts airports, without 
which civil aviation in this country cannot exist, down at the bottom. 

We are low man on the totem pole of this organization, the very last activity 
setup is the Office of Airports. To look at the organizational chart, you get 
the impression that the Office of Airports must be off in a telephone booth 
or something similar, and we are alarmed at it because we feel that it is a 
very important function of civil aviation. 

I listened to the general’s statement and I was struck with some of 
his philosophy. For instance, his statement: “What is an airport?” 
That question was addressed to both Federal and city officials. City 
oficials all over the Nation have been in this business long before the 
Federal Government was in it. I mean by that the business of 
establishing airports for civil operation. May I say to you that At- 
lanta estab rs municipal airport and was ican for a site while 
General Quesada was in school, and we established the Municipal 

irport in 1924 when he was age 20, and he enlisted that year in the 
United States Army, and began, I may say, a very distinguished and 
honorable career. bout that time, New Orleans established Shushan 
Airport, their first one, which later had to be abandoned. Many 
cities went into airports and found later that they were in the wrong 

laces. 

, Planes required greater runways. Some of them invested money 
in airports and had tochange. About that time Cleveland established 
a very fine airport, Buffalo established one. New York City had 
none at that time. Most of its civil landings were at Hadley Field, 
and I had the pleasure of standing out there many times watching 
those planes come in. So we have been in this business for many 
years. It was not until 1946 that the Federal Government made 
formal entry into the field of airport aid. Now the general’s testi- 
mony contains statements about $2,600 million the Federal Govern- 
ment has thrown into this thing. 

He talks about WPA and CWA or whatever it was. 

Gentlemen, I was a city official at that time. Those programs were 
making work. They were desperately looking for something, any- 
thing to do. At the same time they were moving dirt out at the 
airport, they were raking the leaves in all the parks, and raking them 
from one place to another. The problem was to find something that 
aman could do with a pick and shovel. They weren’t building any- 

. They were creating jobs. They would haul dirt from one 
place and the next week dt it back. That was WPA. The busi- 
hess was to create something that a man could do an excuse for giving 
him some money at the end of the week, and I submit that that is not 
the subject of intelligent airport aid. 

there has been included in those figures all of the airports that 
the Government built during the war. 

Now they built great big airports for war purposes, and when they 
were through, some little city that happened to be lucky enough to 
be adjacent to that thing could get it. They could get a present of an 
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airport that really belonged to a city 10 times its size. I submit that 
ought not to be used in figures and submitted to you as intelligent, 
controlled, guided, and directed Federal aid. It isn’t. 

The Federal Government got into this thing in 1946. That was 
the first time they started intelligent, controlled, guided Federal aid 
to airports. Since 1924 Atlanta, like every other city, has been in a 
mad race to keep up with this thing, to provide landing places for the 
constantly increasing number of planes, and planes which took greater 
and greater lengths of runway. 

In addition to that, something else has happened in this Nation to 
make it hard. When we started in this business in 1924, and in the 
twenties, you could go out in the suburbs and buy acreage. Today, 
with the explosion of cities into the suburbs, you no longer buy acre- 
age. You buy plants and factories. You knock down chimneys and 
powerlines and condemn houses, and the property that you buy is 
exceedingly expensive, and with this suburban explosion, it is getting 
more expensive every day, 

Now I listened to the general’s talk about the fact that airport ter- 
minals ought to be left to the cities to finance. I think one gentleman 
over there asked him what would Chicago do if we had a little old 
house as an airport terminal, and it didn’t have any heat in it, and the 
general said: 

Well, you would probably find out that other cities were willing to heat, and 
I think in order to get people to travel, you would put a stove in it. 

My heavens, what a concept of the importance of a terminal. 

Gentlemen, the terminal for a great airport is like the mouth to the 
body. If you clog the mouth, the whole body will die, and what you 
a in that mouth is very important to the nourishment of the whole 

ody. Who controls the terminal arrangements controls the air. 

Now, apparently, the general never thought about the fact that 
there is another agency which determines the obligations of cities, and 
that is the CAB. We in Atlanta are now trying to build an adequate 
terminal. 

For years we have had to do with an inadequate place, a place 
where sometimes it was a problem of where to stand. Long since, we 
gave up the idea that we could find a place for everybody to sit. And 
we are planning that new terminal. Right in the middle of the 

lanning of that new terminal the CAB certifies two more airlines 
into the city, Northwest and TWA. Shall it be said that the proper 
arrangements for those people to get in there is of no concern to the 
Federal Government? Shall it be said that somebody can just put 
up a stove, maybe, or something temporary? Then what becomes of 
the competitive arrangements between the airlines? And then what 
becomes of the national system of airlines of the Civil Aeronautics 
Board ? 

Surely there is an obligation on somebody to see that every airline 
that comes into the city is fairly treated. And the question of Fed- 
eral subsidies is involved if they are not fairly treated. 

Then the airline is broke, and it comes back up here for some money. 

I want to submit to you that the building of a strong, healthy 
national airportplan has more than a national interest. Somebody 
asked about the Government subsidizing. I forget. which Member 
of Congress asked that.. But I want to inform*him that every big 
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nation in the world is subsidizing, and the Russians are 100 percent 
subsidizing a great national airline, and we cannot afford, in the 
national interest, to have anything inferior to what the other coun- 
tries are having. 

‘ The French airlines are subsidized. The British are subsidized. 
Every great nation in the world is subsidizing its airlines, and what 
else can we do if we are going to keep up with them ? 

Gentlemen, those observations are purely ad lib. I got intrigued 
with another little statement of the general: That the city fathers 
know that aviation is here to stay. I want to rise to personal priv- 
ilege and say that I knew it was here to stay in 1924, and the officials 
of a lot of other progressive cities knew it. 

Gentlemen, the Conference of Mayors and the American Municipal 
Association, which represents, as I say, cities large and small, all over 
this Nation—and may I say our interest is in the small city as well 
asthe large. I know that I will offend nobody when I say that Idle- 
wild and even Los Angeles can probably take care of themselves. 
The Conference of Mayors and the American Municipal Association 
endorse the extension of the Federal Airport Act and the increase in 
the level of aid made available for the program as provided in 8. 1 
as reported by the Senate committee. 

We urge that this committe and the House restore the reduction 
accepted by the Senate. The record is clear that at least $565 mil- 
lion in Federal aid is needed over the next 5 years. 

We know that the Members of Congress are aware of the immedi- 
ate need for substantially increased Federal assistance to assure air- 
port facilities adequate to meet the requirements of modern aviation. 

Just last year the Congress demonstrated its concern and under- 
standing of this need when after extensive hearing before committees 
of the House and Senate a measure essentially similar to S. 1 and to 
Mr. Harris’ bill here was overwhelmingly approved and sent to the 
President. We regret that after Congress had adjourned the Presi- 
dent failed to sign the bill and thus prevented the act of Congress 
from becoming law. 

The action of the President in killing the Airport Act extension 
voted in 1958 was, in our view, unjustified. For several years the 
President and his advisers had failed to come up with a program 
for the development of a national system of airports. Each time the 
question came before the Congress the spokesman for the President 
was against whatever was proposed. Four or five years ago Mr. 
Rothschild would come over to the Senate and be against it and we 
would follow and he would be against it in the House. 

We are used to that, gentlemen. And then last summer, when 
Congress acted, the President refused to sign the bill and issued a 
statement suggesting that the administration favored a different 
approach. 

This indecision and lack of support of the executive branch has been 
most discouraging and harmful to the long-range development of a 
national system of airports. It was late last month that the adminis- 
tration made its first proposal for airport aid. And this proposal is 
woefully inadequate. 

Gentlemen, I say to you in all earnestness that what the administra- 
tion proposes as an orderly withdrawal from Federal participation in 
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airport development amounts to abandonment of the national system 
of airports principle which was established in the Federal Airport 
Act of 1946 and reaffirmed by Congress in 1955. To go along with 
the administration proposal will not only mean that we will ra a 
hodgepodge of airports in differing degrees of inadequacy, but also 
that air travel and air transport will be frustrated, to the detriment 
of our whole Nation. 

The present aid authorization expires on June 30 this year, and all 
funds available under existing law have been allocated. 

Many communities have had to suspend plans for construction be- 
yond present allocations. 

I might say for Atlanta that we have had to cut out a part of our 
badly needed new terminal on account of the lack of funds. 

New plans, plans which should be going forward, must await the 
extension of the law. The delay caused by the present uncertainty 
will undoubtedly bring a gap in the pipeline of orderly development. 
Not only have actual construction plans been put aside, but local 
efforts to raise matching funds have been stalled. 

The plain uncontradicted facts are that airport development must 
be accelerated, substantially increased funds must be made available 
to make possible airport facilities adequate to meet the requirements 
of modern aviation, and the Federal Government must assume its fair 
share in financing the national airport system. 

A detailed presentation of the need is contained in a brochure en- 
titled “The Federal Agent Program Should Be Extended,” which 
was prepared by the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the American Mu- 
nicipal Association, the Airport Operators Council, the American 
Association of Airport Executives, Inc., the National Association of 
County Officials, and the National Association of State Aviation 
Officials. 

Copies of the brochure were presented to the Congress last summer 
and have been forwarded to each member of the Congress this year, 
and we are providing you with additional copies at this time. I should 
like to request, Mr. Chairman, that the attached resolution on this 
subject passed at the 1958 Annual Conference of the U.S. Conference 
of Mayors and the national municipal policy statement of the Ameri- 
on Municipal Association be included as a part of the record in these 

earings. 

A copy of these statements has been given to the reporter. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED AT THE 1958 ANNUAL CONFERENCE, U.S. CONFERENCE OF 
Mayors, SEPTEMBER 13, 1958 


AIRPORTS 


Whereas the phenomenal growth of air transportation since 1946 (airplane 
movements and airplane passenger-miles have quadrupled) has made it prac 
tically impossible for airports to expand fast enough to keep pace; and the 
increasingly vital role air transportation is playing in the trade and commerce 
of the Nation, in addition to its defense, makes it urgent that the national sys- 
tem of airports continue to be greatly expanded and improved ; 

Whereas the communities which have made possible the great airports we 
have today stand ready to do their share in this huge undertaking ; but because 
of the vital national interest in the airports, and because communities cannot 
finance these large capital construction costs alone, the Federal Government 
must continue financial assistance under the Federal Airport Act; 
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Whereas more than $1 billion of airport development is needed in the next 
4 years to assure that airport capacity will keep pace with the growth of air 
transportation, assure that adequate airports will be available to support air 
transportation’s contribution to the national economy, and assure that airports 
will be available for training and logistics of the Military Establishment and as 
standby bases in time of war; 

Whereas State and local governments cannot provide the needed capital con- 
struction costs required by CAA to meet the continuing progress in aviation 
and at least $400 million must be made available in grants-in-aid by the 
Federal Government ; 

Whereas the 85th Congress, by an overwhelming and bipartisan vote of the 
House and Senate, approved a 4-year extension of the Federal-aid airport pro- 
gram with an authorization to obligate $100 million annually ; 

Whereas the President vetoed the bill and stated that he is “convinced that 
the time has come for the Federal Government to begin an orderly withdrawal 
from the airport grant program” and “that others should begin to assume the 
full responsibility for the cost of construction and improvement of civil air- 

rts”; and 
ry Whereas except for the repeated statements of the Under Secretary of Com- 
merce in opposition to Federal aid to airports, the administration has failed to 
present to the Congress any recommendation with respect to governmental policy 
on this vitally important matter : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed by the U.S. Conference of Mayors: 

1. That the President be, and is hereby, urged to reconsider his position favor- 
ing termination of the Federal-aid airport program and to adopt a policy toward 
airport construction consistent with that which he approved with reference to 
highway construction ; 

2. That the 85th Congress be, and it is hereby, commended for its action in 
approving an extension of the Federal-aid airport program; and 

3. That the 86th Congress be, and it is hereby, urgently requested to extend 
the Federal-aid airport program for at least 4 years with an authorization to 


obligate $100 million annually. 
[From the National Municipal Policy, 1959] 
ATRPORTS 


Municipal airports serve the interests of the municipality, the Nation, com- 


‘mercial airlines, business and private aircraft, and other airport users. In 


financing airports recognition should be given to this diversity of interests. The 
American Municipal Association is convinced that the adequacy of our system 
of airports throughout the United States is a matter of national concern and 
interest. The advent of the jet age promises revolutionary benefits but poses 
problems of airport planning and development which exceed the financial ability 
of local governments to carry alone. 

To the extent that the Federal Government needs airports for national defense, 
air mail service, a national air transportation system, or other uses, it should 
contribute to the capital and current costs. 

The State governments may render valuable help in developing a coordinated 
system of airports, but the States should not participate in airport matters unless 
they are willing to assume part of the financial responsibility. 

Fiscal relations between the municipalities, airlines and other airport users 
should be on a strict business basis controlled either by contracts which guarantee 
the municipality a fair return as air traffic grows or by published tariffs. Long- 
term leases at absurdly low rates between airlines and municipalities do not 
protect the public interest nor investment in airports. We therefore resolve that: 

26-1. The Congress is urged to enact as soon as possible, and the President 
is respectfully urged to approve, legislation comparable to 8.3502 of the 85th 
Congress, extending the Federal Airport Act and providing adequate Federal 
matching funds to assure a national system of civil airports essential to the 
commerce of the United States and vital to the national defense. Federal aid 
for airports should be continued on a long-term authorization basis. (1956, 
revised 1958. ) 

26-2. Congress should consider clarifying legislation for the inclusion of re- 
sealing of bituminous pavements and the cost of replacing joint sealing in rigid 


pavements as items eligible under the Federal airport program. (1955, revised 
1958. ) 
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26-3. Congress should amend the statutes and instruments of transfer pertain. 
ing to leasable airport property (as distinguished from flight and aircraft opera. 
tional areas) so that such leasable areas may be used to greater advantage 
for the support of the airports. (1954, revised 1958. ) 

26-4. The combined pressures of civil and military airport requirements haye 
overtaxed airport facilities and are creating airspace problems in many localities, 

The requirements of the military for airport facilities to provide for the ng. 
tional defense are recognized as well as the desirability of joint use of ¢iyjy 
airports for commercial and military aircraft where conditions permit such joint 
usage. Civil aviation requirements, however, based on present and future needs 
must be given priority consideration and military usage of ground facilities and 
airspace can and should be so planned and controlled so as not to prevent the 
fullest possible development of civil aviation facilities. 

Therefore, in support of the basic American principle of supremacy of the 
civil over the military, we further resolve that: 

(a) The Federal Aviation Agency and all other Federal agencies, committees 
or bodies having jurisdiction or responsibilities relating to the allocation of air. 
space and location of airfields resolve at the earliest possible time conflicting ciyjj 
and military use interest which are adversely affecting civil airport use and 
development. Failure to do this will make unattainable the purpose of the Feq- 
eral airport program to provide an adequate national system of civil airports, 
and will permit military authorities to continue to thwart municipalities in plan- 
ning, developing, and operating adequate civil airport facilities essential to the 
growth and development of national civil aviation requirements. 

(b) Funds appropriated for military airport purposes be so controlled as to 
assure the least possible disruption of civil aviation facilities and services. 

(c) Any agency, commission, or advisory group charged with the responsibility 
of investigating and resolving conflict of interest between the military and ciyi] 
authorities on the construction, use or operation of existing or proposed ciyj] 
airport. facilities be so constituted as to provide at least equal representation of 
civil aviation interest on such commission or advisory body. 

(d) Military airports should not be planned, improved, or constructed if, in 
the opinion of local civil authorities, the acquisition, improvement, or construc- 
tion of such military facilities will prevent the development of civil airport 
facilities in the same vicinity, adequate to meet the ultimate civilian needs of the 
area. (1956, revised 1957.) 

26-5. The Federal Aviation Agency should carry on with vigor an airport re- 
search program and related activities pertaining to modernizing aviation facilities 
essential to the improvement of airport and airway capacity and efficiency, and be 
assured of the support of the American Municipal Association in the continuation 
and expansion of this vital program. (1956, revised 1958. ) 

26-6. The Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency is requested to assure 
that in the organization of the Federal Aviation Agency, the functions of the office 
of airports will be accorded a status equivalent to that of air traffic management, 
navigation and communications facilities, flight operations and standards, and 
eomparable functions, since the development of the airport capacity of the Nation, 
both technically and financially, is at least as essential, if not more essential than 
the development of the airway capacity. (1958.) 

26-7. The advent of turbine powered aircraft has further emphasized the con- 
cern of the American Municipal Association regarding ever-increasing demands 
for extended runways, increasing demands for acquisition and extensions of 
clear zones and approach areas, and increasing noise annoyance to airport neigh- 
borhoods and the surrounding community from aircraft operations. Because the 
measures taken to date by the Federal Government, the aircraft manufacturers, 
and the air carriers have failed to adequately take into account the fiscal and 
other problems of municipalities to plan and develop their airport facilities the 
American Municipal Association urges— 

(a) the Federal Aviation Agency, the Civil Aeronautics Board, and the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration, individually and severally, to take immediate regu- 
latory action to assure that: (1) integrated planning of future aircraft and 
aviation ground facilities will be achieved; (2) aircraft will not be certificated 
if their runway requirements exceed standards now contained in Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration technical standard order N 6—-B; and that (3) aircraft 
will not be certificated if their climb performance and approach paths, under all 
conditions, is less than the protection slopes contained in CAA technical stand- 
ard order N 18 plus an adequate margin of clearance for safety and reduction of 
noise annoyance; 
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(b) the Federal Aviation Agency and other appropriate Federal agencies, to- 

gether with the aircraft manufacturers, to expedite or initiate research and 
8, : 

ot) SS tuvther reduce the noise emitted by both civil and military aircraft, 

(2) to reduce the take-off and landing runway requirements and approach 
areas of future aircraft, and ' f ie 

(c) the Federal Aviation Agency and other appropriate Federal agencies, to- 
gether with the air carriers and other aircraft operators, to expedite or initiate 
procedures for the operation of aircraft to and from airports, both civil and 
military, in a manner which is both safe and provides the least noise annoyance 
to the community, and to promulgate such enforcement rules as will assure 
this. (1958.) of ce: ! a 

26-8..The American meniene Association endorses the following administra- 
iv egislative principles : 
Behe. Sheretary of ‘Couiierde and/or the Administrators of the Federal 
Aviation Agency should be authorized : rage 

(1) To enter into grant agreements with local public agencies in advance 
of the years during which the grant funds are available for payment ; 

(2) To make grants on account of work done prior to the actual signature 
of grant agreements provided such work is done in accordance with plans 
approved by him ; 

(3)a. To make grants out of funds available during any year on account 
of work done during any prior year pursuant to a grant agreement, if the 
funds available during such prior year were insufficient for that purpose. 

b. No person other than the United States or the local public agency who 
is a party thereto should be permitted to sue upon a grant agreement. 

ec. As a condition to the making of a grant, the local public agency should 
not be required to make commitments except as follows: (1) to maintain 
facilities and services for public use by aircraft operators, passengers, and 
other persons for the same purposes and of substantially the same nature, 
type, and capacity as those at the airport when the grant agreement was 
signed; (2) to construct and maintain the project to which the grant re- 
lates: (8) to provide and maintain such other specifically described facili- 
ties or services, if any, as may be agreed, and (4) to make all facilities and 
services provided for public use available upon reasonable and not unjustly 
discriminatory terms and conditions. 

d. Differences in the terms, conditions, and charges set forth in leases or 
airport use agreements having terms of a year or more (or differences be- 
tween such terms, conditions, and charges and those upon which facilities 
or services are made available to those who have no such leases or use 
agreements) should not constitute a basis for claims of unjust discrimi- 
nation. 

e. The local public agency should not be held to be in breach of a grant 
agreement because of any failure to perform due to conditions over which 
it has no control. 

f. Grants should be treated as purely in aid of civil airports and not as 
consideration for use by Federal aircraft; that no condition be imposed in 
grant agreements regarding use of Federal aircrafts; and that any agree- 
ments for such use be negotiated separately upon their own merits. (1957.) 


CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD 


26-9. The availability of adequate air service is an essential element of the 
total commerce and transportation needs of individual municipalities and eco- 
nomic areas. Lack of adequate air service, whether resulting from reduction or 
elimination of service by the carriers, or from unreasonable delays in proceed- 
ings conducted by the Civil Aeronautics Board, places such municipalities and 
areas in serious economic jeopardy, both in terms of normal development and 
losses on capital invested in facilities. The Civil Aeronautics Board is urged 
to recognize that delays in certifying service impose these and other substantial 
burdens on municipalities and should accordingly expedite its procedures for 
Permanent certification and when reasonably feasible provide temporary service 
to fill intermediate needs pending permanent certification. The CAB should also 
require air carriers to notify communities at least 90 days in advance of any 
Schedule or equipment changes anticipated. (1957, revised 1958. ) 


Mayor Harrsrievp. All of us here, I believe, recognize the tremen- 
dous importance of an adequate transportation system to the well- 
86684—59-—_14 
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being and productive capacity of our great Nation. Since the birth 
of this country there has always been a recognition of the role the 
Federal Government must play in the development of such a system 

We submit that a continuation of assistance under the Federal Air. 
port Act for airport construction, which has thus far been relatively 
small compared to aid extended to other modes of transportation, js 
consistent with the traditional policies of the Federal Government. 

The promotion of a total transportation system designed to kee 
pace with modern-day needs is clearly a legitimate oak proper role 
for the Federal Government to play. 

In 1946 this country’s domestic airlines carried over 12 million pas. 
sengers nearly 6 billion miles—in 1957 they carried 44 million pas. 
sengers over 26 billion miles. 

Aircraft operations, not including local training flights, jumped 
from 4 million to something over 16 million during the same peried. 

I believe that at this point it is eminently clear to all of us that a 
considerable construction effort for airports is an absolute essential 
if the air transportation system is to stay abreast of technological 
improvements in aircraft design, increasing passenger, freight, and 
military demands. 

It is an effort which we must make if we are to serve our own best 
local and national interests. 

During the past 2 years there has been considerable talk both in 
Washington and elsewhere throughout the country that the Federal 
Government has been assuming too large a share of the financial re- 
sponsibility for the construction of local public works. The general 
tenor of these statements carries the implication that the lion’s share 
of the benefits resulting from such construction accrue exclusively to 
the local government and, therefore, the local governments should as- 
sume the lion’s share of the cost. The impact of these public works 
construction programs on the national welfare and their unquestioned 
eats to national productivity is treated lightly, if at all. 

ctual construction expenditures of State and local governments 
were approximately $14 billion last year. Annual total construction 
expenditures, it is estimated, will amount to something close to $26 
billion a year by 1968. 

In view of the limited tax resources of the States and particularly 
local governments, I submit to you that the facts show a tremendous 
effort on the part of these units of government to meet their public 
works responsibilities. I believe it is a fact well known to all of you 
that over 70 percent of all governmental spending for civilian pur- 
poses in the United States is being financed by the State and local 
governments. 

Local government investment in the construction of airport facili- 
ties has thus far constituted a major share of all funds expended for 
such purposes. Further, Federal assistance, even at the level pro- 
posed by S. 1 and by House bill 1011, will not relieve local govern- 
ments from a very substantial future investment in airport con- 
struction. 

And I repeat what I said earlier, we carried the whole load of this 
thing up to 1946, and we started in 1924. From 1946 on the average 
Federal participation on the Atlanta Airport, for which I can 
speak, has been only about 22 percent. 
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For example, as of the end of 1955 funds expended for airport de- 
yelopment in 19 of 21 major or hub areas exceeded $579 million, of 
which over $388 million came from local sources. 

Up to now, my own city of Atlanta has invested over $26 million 
while receiving approximately $8 million in Federal funds. Even 
with this sizable investment we know that additional millions must 
be a by us to provide future safe approaches for modern jet 
airerait. 

The community’s investment in its airport program is far from 
hing limited to the purchase of land, the construction of terminal 
buildings, runways, aprons, or the installation of secondary run- 
ways, high-speed turnoffs, concourse area improvement, and the im- 

rovement of taxrways which are needed to accommodate the jet air- 
craft which we hope will be serving us in the next few years. 

Airports, like any other land use, must be served with water lines, 
sewer lines, power transmission lines, and adeqaute supporting high- 
way facilities, all of which are, for the most part, local investments 
financed largely by local government. 

The suggestion that terminal buildings should be excluded from 
costs to be shared by the Federal Government demonstrates a com- 
plete lack of understanding of and appreciation for the requirements 
of the civilian air traveler. 

Those of us who have supported the Federal Airport Act deeply 
resent the attempt by some of its opponents to make this law appear 
wasteful. 

The opponents of legislation which would have the Federal Gov- 
ernment pay its share of the cost of airport development, having 
failed in their efforts to defeat it, are now trying to discredit this 

which was originally approved by Congress in 1946. 

They are charging that the Federal funds are being recklessly spent 
on bars and fancy cocktail lounges but they propose to prohibit the 
building of waiting rooms, rest rooms, and other terminal facilities 
essential to the safety and reasonable comfort. of the air traveler. 
Since this program started in 1946, reasonable terminal facilities 
have been considered a necessary and integral part of an airport. We 
know this and the people know it. We urge that the Congress reject 
administration proposals to change this. 

I have seen in the press statements given out to the effect that what 
we were doing was asking money for bars and cocktail lounges, and 
we hear a repetition of it, not in that forceful way, by General Que- 
sada, and he put in here a little statement that I thought was a little 
along the belt line when he referred to some automobile company pay- 
ing $1,200 a month for display space up in the New York Airport. To 
be fair about it, he should have said that that automobile sat in the 
midst of the greatest, center of civilian aviation on earth. It sat in 
the middle of an investment of $300 million, and then it would have 
looked a little better. It is like saying to a man, “Why should you 
charge me $30,000 to speak 60 seconds into a little mike that doesn’t 
cost over $100? 

Well, what he is speaking to is a vast network that is worth $30,000. 
He is speaking to people thousands of miles away. I thought his 
little illustration there, gentlemen, was just a little bit out of line, 
and shows a philosophy here that is somewhat alarming to us. 
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The nature of the airport problem and the peculiarities of the 
aviation industry dictate that the airport must be a true public fai]. 
ity to be made readily available to both commercial and private users 
and, further, to supplement the airport facilities of the military, 

Everybody is overlooking ths fact that these great airports are a 
tremendous and absolutely essential contribution to the national de. 
fense, and in this period of atomic warfare you may have to move 
hundreds of thousands of people and goods quickly across this Nation 
and use every airport that you have got in the doing of it. 

I might say that everyone of these Federal-aid contracts contains 
a provision, I think, that the airports come under the Federal Goy- 
ernment in time of war. We immediately become a governmental 
facility subject to those who are carrying on the war. 

There are no contracts in the bus stations and railroad terminals 
requiring that they come under the immediate operation. Congress, 
of course, could pass such an act. 

In this capacity, because of the peculiar role that they play, air- 

rts are not amenable to, at least in this stage of their development, 

efraying their capital and operational outlays by service charges or 
other sources of revenue. 

If S. 1 or House bill 1011 are not passed and the cost of needed air- 
port construction is left for our local governments to assume, I can 
assure you that the gap between airport capacity and aircraft poten- 
tial will widen. 

Advances in the field of air transport will be paced in effect by the 
abilities of each local government to raise the wherewithal necessary 
to finance terminal facility construction. This will be a slow and 
a most uneven pace indeed. 

The Federal Government must recognize its legitimate responsi- 
bilities and assume a fair share of the financing load. Unless it does, 
we will have to be content with a second rate national air transporta- 
tion system, one which falls far short of measuring up to our real 
needs and national resources. 

We need a 5-year extension to the airports program. Five years 
will enable municipalities to do some needed long-range programing 
of improvements and additions, 

As we have already emphasized, we feel that the primary impetus 
for the development of an effective and modern national system of air- 
ports must come from the Federal Government. Further, in addition 
to the development or the promotion of major terminals a supplemen- 
tal system of airports to serve feeder lines should be developed to 
support the major national ssytem and these airports, along with the 
major systems, should be eligible for Federal assistance on a con- 
tinuing basis. 

Gentlemen, the passage of S. 1 or the very similar House bill is es- 
sential to the future development of a modern effective and efficient 
air transportation system for the Nation. 

You simply cannot handle 1960 jet aircraft on even a 1950 airport. 

Development at the pace required by technological advances in air- 
craft design, the continual increase in passenger and freight air travel 
and by the demands of civil and military defense consideration is be- 
yond the capacity of local governments to finance alone. It is neither 
equitable nor wise to assume that they can. 
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Gentlemen, we appeal to you to pass either S. 1 or H.R. 1011 or 
some similar bill at this session of Congress. We need it. 

Gentlemen, I hope that somebody will ask me this question about 
railroads and bus terminals and all that. I have been answering that 
for 35 years. 

Mr. Fuynt. Mr. Jarman. 

Mr. Jarman. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions. 

Mr. Fuynt. Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett. I will be glad to ask you that question. 

Mayor Harrtsrietp. Well, we have placed airport bond issues on our 
ballot several times and our railroad friends always talk about their 
terminals in opposing these bond issues. In fact, I knew it was 
coming up here today, because after I testified before the Monroney 
committee, I got a very vigorous letter from a railroad association up 
here taking great issue with the inclusion of terminals, and he wanted 
to know, this gentleman representing the railroads, why the airlines 
eouldn’t build these airports like the railroads built their facilities. 

Well, in answering him I said to begin with the air must be con- 
trolled by the Government. ‘The airways and the navigation which is 
interstate are tinged with a national interest, they are tinged with a 
war interest. I do not see how an airline could build its own airport. 
If every airline could build its own airport, we would have to pass 
legislation prohibiting it, and confining them to one airport or to two, 
because the amount of land would be so much that we would not have 
any land for anything else. 

The great question of approach clearance, the question of navigation 
would render a tremendous mess. 

The Government would have to step in and the city would have to 
step in and compel everybody to come to some common point where 
you could control the traffic. 

I gave him that reason why every airline could not build its own 
airport. Now comes the question of terminals. You intended to ask 
me about terminals also, did you not, Mr. Congressman ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Mayor Hartsrretp. How could every airline have its own terminal ? 
It would have to pull out of its terminal to go to an airport. When 
the plane got there it has got to taxi down to the airport so that would 
presume each airline had its own airport. If they all have their own 
terminals, how are you going to interchange? How are you going to 
provide for the new airline that comes in? 

Let me give you an illustration. We are not only under the direction 
of the Federal Aviation Agency, but we are all subject to the rules 
and promulgations of the CAB. 

Now the CAB determines the pattern of national airlines, deter- 
mines the rates that they charge, determines what cities they may go to, 
and which they fly over. We are just building a terminal in Atlanta. 
During the time since we designed the terminal, the CAB said to us, 
“We are going to certify Trans-World, and we are going to certify 
Northwest.” 

Now suppose they had to go out and build their own terminal, or 
suppose there was no uniformity about it, and they had to fend for 
themselves; what would become of your system of national airlines? 
How could the lines all compete on equal terms if one poor fellow had 
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the misfortune to come into a town that had a small and inadequate 
terminal and said to him, “I don’t believe I will let you in here, | 
haven’t got the space for you.” What would become of the uniformity 
of your national airport system ? 

That fellow would go broke, and he would be up here to Washington 
asking for asubsidy. The fellow who was smart and had a headliodae 
the politics of the town would have a nice, good terminal space. He 
would be doing the business. So you see how completely impractical] 
it is to turn every city loose. There must be some Federal direction 
to give fairness and uniformity to the thing as a whole, even inside the 
terminal, because the place where you sell tickets determines how many 
tickets you are going to sell. 

I can take the biggest airline in the Nation in my terminal and put 
him off over in the corner and he won’t sell enough tickets to justify 
running a plane in there. You don’t want that sort of thing. You 
oun have it, and you have got to have some kind of Federal control 
even over the terminal. 

Now, airport terminals have been likened to ocean transportation 
and wharves. Am I getting off the subject ? 

Mr. Bennztrt. I would say “Yes.” 

Mayor Harrsriretp. Whoever controls the wharf controls the ocean, 
Mr. Congressman. So far as that town is concerned, whoever controls 
the wharf controls the ocean, because how will that ship that wants to 
compete with the other get into that wharf if the local town says, 
“Well, we do not believe we like you. We are for the other fellow. 
He has been good to us. He probably contributed to our campaign, 
and all that, and so we will just keep you out.” 

You cannot have that sort of thing. You have got to have some 
kind of national control even of the terminal where the fellow gets on 
his plane, where he buys his ticket, where he checks his baggage. 
And don’t forget we also move a lot of military personnel through 
those terminals. The interchanges are made there. 

Whether or not the airline can make a quick change in bagga 
transfers depends to a large extent upon the investment which the 
city puts into that terminal. 

ae. Bennett. May I ask you a question or two about your own 
airport ? 

Mayor Hartsrtexp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brennetr. What is the total capital investment you have in 
your Atlanta Airport? 

Mayor Harrsrretp. I could not give you those figures. I did not 
bring them up here. 

Mr. Bennett. Is it $26 million, approximately ? 

Mayor Harrsriexp. I think we have got well over $26 million in it. 

Mr. Bennett. And about $8 million of that is Federal funds? 

- Mayor Harrsrtetp. $8 million will be, if we get it this year. 

Mr. Younger. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Bennert. Yes. 

Mr. Lounger. I think if the clerk reads back your statement, if 
I recall correctly, you said you had invested $26 million of which $8 
million was Federal funds. 

Mayor Harrsriretp. About $8 million; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. You have about $18 million, the city, that is? 
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Mayor Harrsrietp. Yes, sir. 

We have been investing money there since 1924. 

Mr. Bennett. Is the airport making money ? 

Mayor Harrsrievp. No,sir. No other airport on a proper account- 
ing basis is making money. 

r. Bennett. Is it losing money ? 

Mayor Harrsriex. Sir 

Mr. Bennett. Is your airport losing oe a 

Mayor Harrsrteip. I wouldn’t phrase it that way. I would rather 
say we are not making money. e do not make money on parks, 
either, but they are very necessary. We donot make money on plazas 
and monuments and all of the beauty, the things that people desire 
inacity. Wedonot put it on that basis. 

Mr. eiemate. Will you make available to the committee an operat- 
ing profit-and-loss statement ? 

ayor Harrsrievp. I am so glad you asked that question because 
that enables me to tell you that at one of these hearings here some 
several years >» the chairman brought that very question up to the 
CAA, to Mr. Rothschild who was sitting right a in this place in 
1958, and directed him to get the statements of the leading airports. 
He did, because when I went back home inside of 2 or 3 weeks, my air- 
port officials informed me that the CAA had demanded of them a 
complete statement, a profit-and-loss and operating statement on the 
Atlanta Airport. 

I presume they were getting the same thing from all the other air- 

rts. And when they furnished it, it showed that we were doing 
usiness at a loss, and I presume that everyone of them showed simi- 
lar, because if the CAA, the Federal Aviation Agency had been able 
to develop the fact that they were making money, Mr. Quesada would 
have been in here with a circular as high as the ceiling and letters 
8 feet high, showing you that airports were making money. 

But I notice he could not present you with a single one, not a one, 
including the Atlanta Airport, which does make money. 

Mr. Bennett. Would you be willing to furnish the committee a 
profit-and-loss statement of the operations of your airport, say for 
the last 3 years ? 

Mayor Harrsrievp. Mr. Congressman, we will furnish you with 
any statement of any kind. They are all public records available to 
anybody now, and I may repeat to you that we have already furnished 
you with such a statement, because the chairman asked that question 
of Mr. Rothschild in 1958, to get him a profit-and-loss statement of all 
the leading airports. We furnished ours, and he was not able to de- 
velop, I presume, a single one that was in the black because he could 
hot name one. 

Mr. Bennett. How much money did you lose last year? 

Mayor Hartsriexp. I could not tell you, but I want to say this—— 

Mr. Bennett. How much money did you lose the year before? 

Mayor Harrsrietp. Congressman, I do not keep those figures. I 
do not mean to brag. We have a pretty big city and I do not carry 
those figures around in my head. Our airport officials or our man- 
ager, if he were here, could give it to you. 

The Cuarrman. You can supply the information for the record. 


ead Hartsfiecp. I did not bring those figures to Washington 
with me. 
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The CuarrmMan. You can send them to us when you get back, 

Mayor Hartsriexp, Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Will you send them to us for the last 3-year period? 

Mayor: Harrsrievp. We will have to get them up, but I will be 
glad to send them. We will send them to you from the day the thing 
was born, if you so desire. 

The CuarrMan. He just asked for the last 3 years. 

Mayor Harrsrie.p. We will be glad to do that. 

(The information referred to, when received, will be filed for the 
information of the committee. ) 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Brock. 

Mr. Brock. No questions. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Younger. 

Mr. Youncer. Yes, I have a few, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mayor, in order to expedite it, I think these questions can. be 
answered yes or no pretty much all the way through. 

First, is the organizational chart which you referred to for the 
airports of the FAA different from its predecessor organization, the 
CAA? 

Mayor Harrsrieip. Yes, sir, it was very different. 

Mr. Youncer. Thank you. 

As to bus and railroad terminals, do you know that in time of war 
your Commander in Chief can take practically anything in this coun- 
try, including your own son, for war purposes / 

Mayor Harrsrievp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Younesr. You realize that? 

Mayor Harrtsrretp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Younger. So your airport is no different than any other sery- 
ice which is here and available to the Federal Government for war 
purposes. 

Mayor. Harrsrrecp. I think there is a big difference between an 
airport and a railroad station. 

Mr. Youncer. I say during a war he can take it. Is that yes or 
no? 

Mayor Harrsrrerp. Yes, sir; I think he can take anything. 

Mr. Youncer. That is all. 

Would you approve an increase in the Federal tax to take care of 
these expenditures over and above the budget, and thus avoid defi- 
cit financing on the part of the Government ? 

Mayor Harrsrrecp. Mr. Congressman, you are asking me a ques- 
tion that cannot be answered yes or no. 

Mr. Youncer. Just your opinion; that is all. I am not having 
you commit the city of Atlanta. 

Mayor Harrsrrevp. Well, if I were a Congressman, I believe I 
could find another place to get it and not disturb the budget too 
much. 

Mr. Youncer. Out of rehabilitation of the cities, for instance? 

Mayor Hartsrretp. No; sir; I do not think so. I think these great 
growing cities are making a contribution to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Youncer. That is all. I did not ask for anything else. 

Now, what additional funds does the airport.at Atlanta have in 
mind as a planned expense? What is the project expense that you 
have in mind for the Atlanta Airport ? 


———— 
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Mayor Harrsrievp. I cannot answer that yes or no. 

Mr. Youncer. Just the amount. 

Mayor Harrsrretp. Congressman, please let’ me tell you that we 
are approximately a million and_a half short today of what. we 
ought to have in this terminal. We are desperately trying to get 
themoney from airport receipts. 

Mr. Youncer. A million and a half? 

Mayor Harrsrretp. Yes, sir; just to build the terminal we had 
planned. : ies 

Mr. Youncer. Under the allocation of $100 million, Georgia would 
receive $1,492,163 a year. You have 13 airports in Georgia. Ap- 
roximately what is your estimate of the portion of the $1,493,163 
which would gotothe Atlanta Airport? 

Mayor Harrsrrevp. I do not know. 

Mr. Bennetr. Will the gentleman yield? 

Let me give you the figure taken from the Federal Aviation Agency 
file on that. In the past 3 years, the Atlanta Municipal Airport has 
otten for buildings alone, terminal buildings, in Federal funds, 
§ 115,500, and in other terminal area facilities $175,000. So if it 
was only $1 million, all of it or practically all of it would go to 
the Atlanta Airport. 

Mr. Youncer. That is their portion of it. Thank you. 

The CHarrMANn. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Youncer. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. I think the figures which have just been quoted 
out of the proposed $100 million are contrary to the information 
this committee has had. I have a feeling he is giving figures which 
would be allocated to the State of Georgia under the administra- 
tion proposal, because, of the $100 million, the information the com- 
mittee has indicates Georgia would receive the $1,492,000. 

Mr. Youncer. That is the figure I am using. If I understood your 
statement correetly, Mr. Mayor, you said up until 1946 the local bodies 
carried practically all the expense of the development of airports. 

Mayor HarrsrFievp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Youncer. I would like to read into the record an analysis 
by the American Enterprise Association, Inc., the following state- 
ment : 


Federal and State Governments virtually had no part in the airport financing 
of the Air Commerce Act of 1926 which established the Federal interest and re- 
sponsibility in this form of transportation and provided no Federal participa- 
tion in airport development other than the provision of emergency landing fields 
along airways. In 1933 the first Federal aid was extended to civil airports not 
held- primarily for the tse of the Federal Government. From then until 1940, 
it has been estimated that 71 percent of airport construction and development 
funds came from the Federal Government, 1 percent from the States, 25 percent 
from municipalities, and but 3 percent from commercial and private sources. 
During the war years between 1941 and 1944, it is estimated that the Federal 
funds accounted for 90-percent, with municipalities making up the balance. 
Since 1944, no comparable estimates have been made, but commercial and pri- 
vate airport financing undoubtedly has not been of any substantial importance. 


That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
Mayor Harrsrietp. Congressman, are you stating that that is the 
Federal contribution to airports, to:civil airports? 


Mr. Youncer. Mr. Chairman, I have read into the record this state- 
ment, and I am not arguing. 
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The Cuarrman. Mr. Avery. 

Mr. Avery. Just two brief questions. 

Mr. Mayor, I would like to tell you that the State of Georgia is 
very well represented in the Congress and especially on this committeg 
a Flynt. 

Mayor Harrsrietp. Indubitably. 

Mr. Avery. I was intrigued with your references to Genera] 
‘Quesada’s philosophy. As I recall, you were speaking extemporane. 
ously at that time. 

Mayor Hartsrienp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Avery. And I believe you said that you took <n to his 
philosophy that the Federal Government should gradually begin to 
withdraw from financial responsibility in the field of airport con- 
struction. 

Mayor Hartsrievp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Avery. That might not be verbatim. 

Mayor Harrsrie.p. Yes, sir, 

Mr. Avery. You were taking exception to that. I presume you 
would agree that all matters of Federal aid or Federal suheids, which- 
ever way you might want to describe it, is pretty much generally 4 
matter of philosophy. You either subscribe to Federal aid in the 
various fields of activity or else you feel like it is a State responsibil- 
ity ; is that not correct, generally speaking ? 

Mayor Harrsrietp. Generally speaking, sir. 

Mr. Avery. Then if you take exception to the general’s philosophy, 
you must subscribe 100 percent to the theory that the Federal Govern- 
ment has a very definite responsibility in the field of Federal aid to 
airports. 

Mayor Hartsrieip. The Federal Government by constitutional pro- 
vision has a very definite interest in transportation. 

Mr. Avery. Let us not go back to the Constitution. I am aski 
you for your philosophy. You subscribe to the theory of Federal aid 
to airports ? 

Mayor Harrsriexp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Avery. To Federal aid. 

Mayor Harrsriexp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Avery. Which is a philosophical thing. 

Then how do you feel about Federal aid to education? Do you 
feel like we should have Federal aid to education? Do you think we 
should have Federal intervention in the field of education the same 
as you have described in Federal aid to airports, since we are talking 
about philosophy and principle. 

Mayor Harrsrietp. I did not mean Federal aid for philosophy. I 
was talking about philosophy disassociated from Federal aid to air- 
ports. I think the Federal Gevatainout might assist in school build- 

yes. 
r. Avery. You subscribe to that theory, for Federal aid to school 
construction ? 

Mayor Harrtsrrevp. I think in places where the local community 
cannot do it, in war-impacted areas, the Federal Government now 
helps with sewer plants and other facilities, and I see no reason why 
they could not help with school building. 

Mr. Avery. That is what I wanted to know. 
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Mayor Harrsrrevp. But there is a very big difference in school 
building and controlling what is taught in the schools. Now there I 
do not agree that Washington should say what is taught all over the 

ation. 

r Mr. Avery. It is pretty hard to draw that line sometimes. 

Mayor Harrsriexp. To me it is very easy, Congressman. 

Mr. Avery. You yourself just said that it is the Federal Govern- 
ment’s responsibility to come into airports and take the responsibility 
for the design of the airports and of the interior arrangements, so that 
all persons are treated equally. 

ayor HartsrrecpD. Mr. Congressman, education is possibly a mat- 
ter that is susceptible to local control, but we are talking about a gent 
national system of airports that is Federal in its conception and Fed- 
eral in its operation. It cannot be disassociated, the airport nor the 
terminal building, from this vast web of interstate transportation 
through the air, and now internationally, which must not only serve 
the Nation but which must compete internationally. 

Mr. Avery. Yes, sir. I got that very clear impression from your 
statement a while ago. 

Then we could summarize your viewpoint on this—that you believe 
in the States rights principle except in Federal aid to airports? 

Mayor Harrsrrevp. Congressman, we could talk about States 
rights forever. I believe in States obligations, too. 

r. Avery. That is what I was trying to get identified here. It 
isa little hard for me to separate just what you do believe in. I have 
always felt like Georgia was very definitely in the position of States 
rights, and I am a little surprised to have you come in here and ask 
for Federal aid. 

Mayor Harrsrietp. If you knew me in Atlanta, you would not be 
surprised. 

r. Avery. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrman,. Mr. Nelsen. 

Mr. Nexsen. Mr. Chairman, I have a question off the record. 

(Off the record.) 

The CHarrman, Mr. Flynt. 

Mr. Fixnt. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Mayor, thank you very much. 

Mayor Hartsrretp. Thank you, sir. 

The CHarrMan. We appreciate your attendance here and the infor- 
mation which you have given to the committee. 

Mayor Harrsrietp. Thank you, sir. 

The Coarrman. We have our colleague from Pennsylvania who has 
been waiting, and I know he has a busy schedule here, too. Mr. Fulton. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. G. FULTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Furron. I will be very short. I want to thank the committee 
and I want to compliment the mayor, because I do think he is prett 
sharp and smart, and he is the only witness I ever heard testify that 
read — his testimony the day before in the newspaper, so that is 

ast. 

This is a very distinguished committee, and this is a vital subject. 
Tam here as a Republican Congressman to recommend the full pro- 
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gram. I am against the Senate cut of $100 million and against the 
cut of 1 year, and I think we should have the whole $565 million. We 
must look at the kind of an economy we have, and we will find that in 
the current year we will have probably a gross national product of 
$450 billion, and actually all we are talking about here is $465 million, 
which is one-thousandth of the gross national product for a year—not 
1 percent; a thousandth. And if you look at the amount we are 
talking of, $100 million, it is one-four thousandth. So the question 
is whether we will cripple the whole program by trying to make an 
economy move that is more cutting on the operations than it js 
gaining on the economy. 

To me, I think it would be more of a cut in the program that js 
necessary and essential not only for our civilian transportation, but 
likewise for our security. 

Just'as background, and I will be short, I am ‘a member of the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee. This is my 15th year in Con- 
gress. I was a carrier operational officer in World War IT in the 
Navy, and I have been interested in planes, and I likewise have the 
Greater Pittsburgh Airport in my district, one of the largest, and 
therefore am possibly biased. But our airport is very well run, not 
by the city of Pittsburgh but by Allegheny County where our city 
is, and this last year we are making a profit on the airport, I am very 
glad to report, and we are likewise expanding it. ; 

As the advocate for the mayor, could I cite a source for him on his 
phiolosphy. Is the mayor still here? 

The Cuarrman. The mayor is still here. 

Mr. Futron. The mayor could well have cited the President’s Com- 
mission on Intergovernmental Relations that President Eisenhower 
appointed in 1955 when it was called the Nestbaum Commission, and 
that report says: 

The terminating of the Federal-aid program in favor of a system relying 

entirely upon State and local financing would not be in the national interest 
or in the interests of most States and local governments. A collection of 
individual State programs would not guarantee the maintenance of a national 
system of adequate public airports, dovetailed to the needs of interstate com- 
merce and national defense. Furthermore, the device of Federal grants-in-aid 
acilitates central control of airport design, thus contributing to the safety of 
civil aviation. In addition, the National Government enjoys free landing rights 
for military aircraft on airports.. Occasionally this arrangement makeés it 
unnecessary to build military airfields. 

That, of course, distinguishes it from landing trains or buses in 
train or bus terminals. 

I look at this as a program which is making the country more 
efficient, so the gain to the country in good transportation is much 
above what we would think of in just investing in buildings. 

I appeared last year, and would like to incorporate my statement 
of last year in the record here, so I will not go over it again. I 
know you are busy. 

I might point out to you that I am also the second ranking Repub- 
lican on the new Science and Astronautics Committee of Congress, 
and that the Russian progress being made in these fields of science 
and space is very startling, and that we people had better put our 
sights a little bit higher and put ourselves a little bit more to work, 
because if we do not, we are going to be surpassed not only in science 
and space but in aircraft as well. 
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For example, in many of these big cities, such as Atlanta or Pitts- 
burgh, we are prime targets, and we need not be. We should have 
airports which are supporting so that other places distribute the load, 
and so for military purposes we should not just have a series of big 
airports alone, but should haye supporting airports. 

Russia, for example, in the current fiscal year for Russia, which 
begins in January and is almost on a calendar year, a eee 71 
pillion rubles for science. That would be about $18 billion for us 
in this country, of purchasing power. 

We, for example, in the United States, in the fiscal year 1960, be- 
winning July 1st of 1959, are only spending $6.7 billion on a space and 
amissile program combined. If we are ever going to either catch up to 
Russia or get ahead of them, maybe, on these fields which the military 
calls aerospace, we are going to have to put constructive programs and 
pay the price for them. 

Lam willing to pay the price. Asa matter of fact, I vote for a bal- 
anced budget every time, so I am a conservative, and I would like to 
say to the mayor that if it were not for a lot of good Democrats voting 
for me, I would not be in office. I represent a Democratic district in 
the city of Pittsburgh where, in our county, we have 180,000 more 
Democrats than Republicans. They do send some of us Republicans 
to Congress. I do not know whether Georgia is going to do that or 
not. 

Now let me finish with this. This is a moneymaking program for 
the Federal Government, and I would quote a little bit from my state- 
ment. 

I think we ought to look at the problem as enlarging the tax base 
or the tax source. I believe we should look at the problem to see what 
the Federal Government can see in the future from this tax source. 

First, the airlines pay in excise taxes on fares 10 percent of their 
gross receipts of passenger fares, which are $110 million a year. In 
total, there was $225 million paid to the Federal Government on trans- 
portation taxes by railroads, until the passage of the last act, buses, 
planes, and water transportation. 

I believe we should look at the matter carefully to see what the Fed- 
eral Government is getting out of the airport program and the air- 
lines as against what the companies doing the private business are get- 
ting, as well as the municipalities and the States. 

For example, the gross net after taxes of the total U.S. plane com- 
panies that are operating planes is only $25.5 million. If we look at 
this problem as a matter of who is getting what out of which, we find 
that the Federal Government is by far the biggest stockholder in these 
plane operations, and is getting four times what the plane companies 
themselves are getting, both for their expansion, for their depreciation, 
and for the replacement of planes, as well as for their stockholders. 

In addition to that, it must be remembered that the plane corpora- 
tions pay 52 percent Federal taxes. So Uncle Sam moves in again and 
takes another slice out of the $25.5 million. 

Likewise, when any person who is a stockholder receives the money, 
Uncle Sam then gets a minimum of 22 percent income tax out of that. 

In addition to that, the Federal Government is getting certain air- 
port gas taxes as well as the taxes on tires and many other excise taxes 
which are hidden in the production of the various equipment going 
on planes, as well as the production of planes. 
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Likewise, the Federal Government is getting at least 22 percent 
from each of the employees who work in these installations which 
are being set up primarily as a local responsibility and partly with 
Federal assistance. 

Under these circumstances, where the Federal Government has go 
much interest as a tax base, to me it would seem like false econom 
not to expand such a fertile field and such a fine tax base. We fellows 
in the Federal Government ought to be patting them on the back 
and saying “Go ahead further,” because we are getting a major returp 
from it. 

I am speaking as one of the Federal Government officials on that 
point. We should look to see what our tax sources are and find 
where we can expand good tax sources. It will not only expand 
our tax sources but help to cure the current recession. 

I can repeat that by saying that if we have a good productive use 
for money, we should spend it. That we should not be bound by 
Sn over the few dollars plus or minus that will tie up this whole 

ongress for a half a year, when we have such a chance of progress 
and real security for our defense. 

That isall. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Fulton, thank you very much for your state- 
ment. 

Mr. Bennett has a question. 

Mr. Bennett. I would like to ask our colleague if he is aware 
of the fact that the Federal Government has underwritten the airlines 
in the way of subsidies in mail pay to the extent of approximately $2 
billion since 1939. 

Mr. Fuuron. I could not hear you; Iam sorry. 

Mr. Brennetr. Are you aware of the fact, and I am sure you must 
be, that the Federal Government has underwritten the airlines in 
the subsidy of mail pay to the tune of about $2 billion since 1939. 

Mr. Futron. We are talking about two different things at that 
point. I thought we were talking here of the facilities for the airports 
to handle not only mail but our commercial air traffic as well as our 
military planes when necessary. 

Mr. Bennett. But you were talking about the money that the air- 
lines pay in taxes. As a matter of fact, I think the money the Gov- 
ernment pays to underwrite the airline business, to finance it, far 
exceeds anything that the airlines pay in taxes, and the only taxes 
they pay, as a matter of fact, certainly they do not pay any trans- 
portation taxes, the public pays those, and the public pays the other 
excise taxes. 

I want to get the record straight. The Government is not making 
much money as far as taxes are concerned from the airlines. It is 
a one-way street in the other direction. The Government is spending 
more to subsidize air transportation than all other forms of transporta- 
tion, both past and present. The question is, in my opinion, not so 
much whether we are going to continue financing airport safety de- 
vices, facilities, and that sort of thing, but the basic question here, 
one of the basic questions, is how long can the Federal Government 
and how long should the Federal Government continue to provide all 
of these terminal facilities for the airlines, for the local communities. 

In your own case in Pittsburgh, for example, you are making 
money on the operation of your airport. In such a case, should the 
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Federal Government provide the city of Pittsburgh with the capital 
investment on which it earns an income, and upon which no return 
and no reimbursement is made to the Government ? 

That is the kind of thing we are faced with and that we are going 
to be faced with continually in the expansion of this type of program. 
[do not know whether you have given that any thought or not. 

Mr. Furron. I have given it some thought. I might say to you 
when I was in college, I specialized in economics. I thought I was 

ing to be an economics and math teacher at one time, and ended up 
in Congress. 

The way I look at it is this: On economics when there is something 
that is operating at a loss which is a national necessity, the Govern- 
ment can then subsidize that particular service in order to defend 
itself and to get the progress it needs in its economy. That is no par- 
ticular gain to any stockholder of the plane company, because it is 
simply making the loss up. 

What you should do with me is, you subtract the losses of the plane 
companies, and add in the losses of everyone of them, whether they 
have had a successful year or not, but go clear across the board. 
Subtract all those losses of those poonl who were pioneering and 
adventuring in this field, and then tell me what the profits are that you 
think are the subsidies which have gone to the individual stock- 
holders, after taking off the 52 percent of the Federal corporation 
tax and the minimum 22 percent of the individual income tax, and 
then likewise subtracting everything the Government has gotten, 
the Federal Government, on all these subsidiary things I have spoken 
ofastax sources. That is the way to set the plan up. 

The thing is this: It is the Republican administration which came 
up with the Nestbaum commission report. It is our own Republican 
Mitnigtration saying in 1955 the exactly contrary philosophy to 
the one now adopted. 

Unfortunately, I still think that philosophy is correct, and I agree 
with the President’s Commission on Intergovernmental Relations on 
its provisions that it set up on how to handle a civil aviation program. 

f course, I feel that we cannot stand still in relation to Russia. 
Sol have much more of a feeling of urgency on it. I have the feeling 
that where Russia is coming up with these programs and saying that 
they will move ahead with them where they are economically worth- 
while, then we likewise should raise our sights and get into economi- 
cally worthwhile programs. 

To me, it is much better to spend the money to put people to work 

and to make the economy much more efficient than it is to get into 
a 1957-58 type recession which, if you look at production, costs 
many tens of billions of dollars in the overall net gain of the 
country. The net gain of the country, to me, is not in the number 
of zeros, but it is in the total gross national product produced by our 
people in a year. 
_ Now, if this will help that gross national product, which I think 
it will, it is then, thetefore, to me an economic necessity, and I think 
that picking fly spots off the budget is not just quite the thing for 
Congress to do for a 6-month period. I do not think it makes much 
difference whether the President’s budget is $1 billion in or $1 billion 
out of balance. 
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Mr. Bennerr. Of course, what you are talking about is aid for 
keeping up militarily with Russia. I think we all agree with that, 

Mr. Fuuton. No, but may I say this to you. It is not just military, 
It is the whole economic complex that we must measure up to, be- 
cause we are in a cold war now, and it is not just on ICBM’s, on bat- 
tleships, on submarines. It is the whole economic basis that we are 
standing on that is in danger. 

Mr. Bennett. Let us get back to the question of Pittsburgh. 

Mr. Fuuron. I go back to Pittsburgh anytime. I like the place, 

Mr. Bennett. It could be Los Angeles as it was yesterday, or 
Miami or New York, or any other. But where an airport is operating 
at a financial profit, and I am speaking now of the terminal facility, 
should the Federal Government come in and provide the capital for 
those kinds of improvements from now on into the future, without 
any reimbursement, without sharing in the profit of that enterprise? 

Mr. Furron. You should say to us, “Overall for your city,” just 
as the mayor has, “how much have you put into it?” Because cer- 
tainly when we supply all these access roads for the tremendous re- 
serve groups which are around Pittsburgh, and we give them all the 
plumbing and sewerage and a lot of those things just as the local 
responsibility, the Federal Government should not say to us when 
we can operate successfully and we have one of the best airport 
terminals in the world, that we are doing a bad job. 

The question comes up, “Where do you get the money to do these 
things?” 

Mr. Bennett. The question is, “Should the Government put in 
this money ?” 

Mr. Fuuron. All right. If you put it to the local municipality or 
the county, we find then that the tax base is so narrow that they do 
not have the tax sources. Therefore, they must look to other methods. 
If they look to other methods, we are going to find popcorn stands, 
we are going to find midway circuses. We are going to find build-up 
sources to get local funds, and I am against that type of an operation. 
You see, I think we have got to look at it as a national problem and not 
just as a local problem. As a matter of fact, in the Nestbaum report 
likewise they had made the recommendation for the future, and this 
is the President’s own commission, which he adopted, saying that we 
should look at the airports not on a city or a local basis, but on a 
regional basis. 

For example, the Greater Pittsburgh Airport is within 40 to 50 
miles of the State of Ohio, and we service them, too. 

Thank you. I see some of my Republican colleagues disagree with 
me. 

Mr. Youncer. I have not said a word. 

The Cuarrman. If I can, I will restrain my colleagues from further 
questioning. 

Mr. Roberts, do you have any questions? Mr. Younger ? 

Mr. Youncer. Mr. Chairman, I think the question I have can be 
answered without a lecture, and that is this: What percentage of the 
Federal taxes is paid by the taxpayers of your State, Pennsylvania! 

Mr. Furron. I do not know how you mean that, but we in western 
Pennsylvania pay over $2 billion a year in Federal taxes to this Gov- 
ernment, so maybe we deserve a little consideration. 
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Mr. Youncer. I think California is about the same as Pennsyl- 
yania. We pay over 10 percent of the total Federal tax income, and I 
think over 10 percent comes out of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Fuiron. But our Pittsburgh area pays over $2 billion each year. 

Mr. Youncer. Figuring 10 percent on $100 million, the State of 
Pennsylvania would pay $10 million. 

Mr. Futron. Ten billion ? 

Mr. Youncer. Ten million. Out of the $100 million which would 
go to airports, they would pay 10 percent, which would be $10 million. 
Their allocation out of that fund is $3 million. That is what they 

et back. And they would lose, the taxpayers of Pennsylvania will 
fs $7 million. So that on those figures—and you are a mathema- 
tician—if the taxpayers of Pennsylvania would take care of their 
own obligations instead of putting them on the Federal Government, 
they would save $7 million. 

Mr. Fuuron. May I say this: I am not interested in the State of 
Pennsylvania competing with other areas that need the money more 
than we do. We should bear our responsibility and pay more taxes 
because we can do it. And we in our State, many of us pride ourselves 
on the fact that we do not put it on a selfish attitude that our State will 
get and deprive other people. 

Secondly, we know that we sell iron, steel, and aluminum all over 
this country, and they are good customers of ours and we want to be 
that kind of a manufacturing area which can live with our customers. 

So I do not accept the philosophy of Pennsylvania paying so much 
inand, therefore, we get it all back. If we did it on that basis, there 
isnot the national interest in it, and it then is just on a selfish basis. 

Imight say to you that as far as a national air program is concerned, 
each of us should try to have a uniform program which will fit into a 
national policy, both for civil aviation as well as for our national secu- 
rity, and that is a different approach. It is a basically different 
approach. 

Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Fulton. We appreciate 
having your statement. 

Tam compelled to call a witness out of turn because of the important 
responsibilities that he has and he must leave. 

Capt. J. D. Smith is here representing the Air Line Pilots Asso- 
cation. Mr. Clarence N. Sayen, the president of that association, was 
toappear but he could not. 

Captain Smith is a member of the team investigating the tragic 
accident in New York a few days ago, and he must return, so we are 
therefore hearing you out of the regular order, Captain, because of 
the imperative necessity of your having to return. 

We will be glad to have your statement. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. J. D. SMITH, REGIONAL SAFETY CHAIRMAN, 
AIR LINE PILOTS ASSOCIATION, INTERNATIONAL 


Captain Smrrx. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sayen had planned on appearing before you today. However, 
his schedule would not permit it. The weather has been such the last 
day that we have had a little trouble getting around. 
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I drove down last night in a car to make sure that I could be here 
for this purpose. 

By way of introduction, my name is J.D. Smith. Iam the regiona] 
safety chairman for the Air Line Pilots Association; in the 15 North. 
eastern States, I am the chairman of the air traffic control committee. 

I am a line pilot working for Capital Airlines. 

We singuesty appreciate this opportunity to present our views with 
respect to airport matters, a subject which vitally affects each member 
of our association, and his ability to fulfill his statutory responsi- 
bilities safely and efficiently. 

The Air Line Pilots Association wishes to go on record in firm 
support of this amendment to the Federal Airport Act which would 
provide funds for airport construction more nearly congruent with 
the tremendous need for such development. We also urge that prior. 
ity be given for early adoption of this amendment in the interest of 
resolving a critical aviation problem which seriously handicaps the 
development of this essential industry. 

The record will indicate that we have previously supported similar 
legislation and amendments which have been made to extend the 
provisions of the Federal Airport Act since the original enabling 
legislation was considered. A considerable portion of the following 
testimony was included during our appearance before this committee 
during the previous congressional session in support of extending 
the airport aid program. As the committee is aware, that legislation, 
S. 3502, was given favorable consideration by the Congress but did 
not receive the approval of the executive branch of Government, 
Since the testimony is so appropriate in the present context, it is again 
included in this statement. 

Our membership has a very keen interest in any legislation affecting 
the aviation industry and, more particularly, that concerned with 
airports, approach areas, traffic control, and the development of proper 
aircraft, all of which are important tools by which the pilot effectively 
pursues his profession. During our testimony before this body in 
connection with the passage of the present Federal Airport Act, we 
indicated that we were greatly disappointed and discouraged with 
the penurious approach to this very important problem. No one 
disputes the fact that our present airports were then, and still are, 
incapable of meeting even our present needs efficiently and safely. 

If I might digress for just a moment on this point, Mr. Chairman, 
there is the tendency on occasion to associate the introduction of jet 
aircraft as bringing on new airport problems. 

Actually, all the new airborne equipment does is antagonize a cur- 
rent problem which has been existing for a number of years and has 
long since been critical. 

In many metropolitan areas, airport facilities are presently greatly 
overtaxed with resultant delays and inconvenience to the traveling 
public. Further, smaller communities are still handicapped by lack 
of adequate airports to permit essential air service and their growth. 
This is true despite the fact that an adequate airways and airport 
system is peculiarly a Federal responsibility essential to interstate 
commerce and national defense. 

This problem is now further compounded by the advent of faster 
and heavier aircraft and developments possible in turbine-powe 
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equipment. That the Congress has recognized the urgency of civil 


aviation needs is evidenced by its interest during the recent sessions. 
This culminated in a major change in the statutory provisions under 
which the industry has developed by adoption of the Federal Avia- 
tion Act of 1958. This new law generally establishes clear lines of 
authority and responsibility whereby the previous efforts of Congress 
to assist in this field may be fully realized. However, in spite of this 
keen interest and appropriation of moneys for various improvements, 
we have been waite to obtain proper consideration of one of the 
most critical areas—the airport. 

For example, a great deal of consideration has been given to the 
air traffic control problem. It appears that the improvement of this 
system will require a total approximating $3 billion in expenditures 
between now and 1963. The compelling nature of this need is not 
questioned by any Member of the Congress. _ : ’ 

However, from the standpoint of the airline pilot, who is a prime 
user of these facilities, a tremendous concern exists with respect to 
the lack of adequate interest in the function of the airport itself in 
the air traffic control picture. As a practical matter, proper air 
traffic control must move the aircraft safely and efficiently from the 
ramp at departure to the ramp at destination—the airways system 
must encompass the airport system. However, the responsibility for 
the system is not placed in the same people as that of the air traffic 
system, and different methods of checking the problem must be 
utilized. 

We believe it obvious that the en route air traffic control facilities 
can function efficiently only when the acceptance capability of the 
airport at the end is good enough to allow aircraft to land at a rate 
commensurate with the capacity of the system in the air. 

Presuming the objectives of the Federal Aviation Agency are suf- 
ficiently realized, then the lack of adequate airport facilities will 
present us with a situation similar to a pipe which can accommodate 
a large flow of water but whose usefulness is destroyed by the fact 
that a restriction exists at the end which inhibits proper flow and pro- 
hibits total use of the maximum capacity. 

The solution to this phase of the problem resides in proper airport 
development. ‘This development must include the lowering, relocation 
and marking and lighting of airport hazards, the elimination of those 
hazards in our approach lanes, runways of proper length and strength 
to accommodate the speed and weight of our transports, high speed 
turnoffs, the proper marking of those runways to assist visual accom- 
modation and the essential aids to navigation such as runway approach 
lights and the proper instrument landing systems. 

One of our airline captains with many thousands of hours of flying 
experience describes the airport approach problem as follows: 

Ten years ago the common weather minimum was 500 feet of ceiling and 
visibility of 1 mile and the common approach speed was 90 miles per hour. 
Today, in some fields, we find minimum lowered to 200 feet and one-half mile. 
Approach speed has risen to 150 miles per hour. True, the alinement problem 
is more accurately solved where ILS is available, but nevertheless, the time 
available for the pilot to orient himself properly after becoming visual has 
decreased tremendously—40 seconds to 12 seconds. 

That airline travelers have been inconvenienced at times by the fact 
that the pilot cannot land at a particular airport is no reflection on 
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the professional ability of the pilot as he is doing the best possible 
job with the facilities available. The means to eliminate such prob. 
lems are immediately available. 

The industry and Government have reached agreement on most 
matters relating to standards for approach lighting, runway and taxj 
marking, uniform requirements for runway, and landing strip 
lighting and miscellaneous criteria relating to airport development. 

The chief stumbling block in the procurement of these necessary 
aids has been the lack of sufficient funds to procure and install the 
necessary improvements: The airports of this Nation constitute the 
originating and terminal points of the flow of interstate air commerce 
and the springboards for national defense. 

Consequently, we feel that Congress would be evading its responsi- 
bility in refusing to appropriate the funds requested in this legislation 
to remove present barriers to a maximum flow of that commerce. Fur- 
ther, it appears to us that we are not being logical or practical when 
Congress has appropriated billions for the development of an air 
traffic control system and, at the same time, by omission, not assured 
that the system will work properly by failure to appropriate sufficient 
funds to provide an airport necessary to the system. 

The funds which would be authorized by passage of H.R. 1011 
represent a needed and justifiable increase over the current authoriza- 
tion. The last session of Congress recognized this fact and passed 
similar legislation which unfortunately did not become law due toa 
Presidential veto. 

Such appropriation would allow our responsible people to actively 
improve the airport acceptance capability to a position more closely 
related to the capacity of the air traffic control system. 

Under present circumstances, and prior to contemplated improve- 
ments in procedures and hardware, the traffic control system is ca- 
pable of a delivery rate in excess of our present airport acceptance 
capabilities. To a degree, this problem has been overcome by the pro- 
fessional ability of the pilot with assistance from capable control 
personnel. 

This solution, however, is presently taxed to the limit and we must 
look elsewhere for an appropriate answer. We suggest that the only 
answer resides, as indicated previously, in appropriate development 
of our airports. 

It is a well known fact that scheduled service to many of our large 
cities has been conducted on a limited schedule due to the fact that the 
airport acceptance rate was simply not capable of accommodating the 
required capacity. Testimony on this subject has been introduced 
repeatedly by various segments of the industry. 

Others who have testified before this committee on this legislation 
have pointed out that a considerable sum of money has already been 
spent, allocated or obligated for the development of civil airports. 
With this statement we cannot take issue other than to point out that, 
irrespective of this fact, the insufficiency of our airport capacity is 
becoming increasingly acute. This is not the time to indulge in re 
criminations with respect to past actions. 

Rather, we must face the acute need with a bold approach if we are 
to avoid a future situation where the recriminations will be much 

more severe. 
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This committee is aware of the impact on international affairs of 
the commercial advent of the turbine-powered aircraft. At the 
present time, the greatest problem confronting development in this 
area resides in the lack of suitable runways to permit such aircraft 
to utilize their full capacity. This we wlanit is a critical problem 
to the national interest. 

I would like to point out here, briefly, Mr. Chairman, that it was 
mentioned earlier the New York International Airport reports an 
expenditure in excess of $300 million. 

his airport today has one runway capable of serving the existing 
jet, which is the smaller model, on a year-round basis. 

e believe that these funds should be allocated in such a manner 
that their primary use will be to increase the operational capacity of 
our airports. 

Testimony introduced in the hearing during the last session, as an 
example, indicated that construction at New York’s Idlewild Airport 
will consume approximately one-half of the total airport aid funds 
authorized to date. 

While we must recognize the importance of adequate passenger 
handling facilities, it is believed that the funds here under considera- 
tion should not be diverted to such purposes. Rather, they should be 
utilized to provide the airport portion of the Federal airways sys- 
tems and in increase and improve operational capacity. It is recog- 
nized that the citizenry takes some pride in modern terminal facili- 
ties, However, over and above certain minimum requirements, such 
installations are not part of the basic Federal airways system. Di- 
version of such funds in this manner would only require that the 
Congress appropriate additional funds in the near future to resolve 
the more important airport problems relating to the airport itself and 
the necessary approach and landing facilities. 

In view of the foregoing, it is suggested that this committee should 
give consideration to a means whereby some control could be main- 
tained over the use of these funds to assure their proper application 
tothe primary purpose. 

We recognize the fact that section 3 of the proposed legislation, 
H.R. 1011, is designed to accommodate such a view. Asa very mini- 
mum, we urge that this section be retained in the bill. However, we 
are not confident that the language of the proposed section is sufti- 
ciently clear to assure that the moneys allocated will be utilized as we 
have indicated should be the case. While we are not prepared to 
propose specific language in this area, we are confident that this com- 
mittee is eminently qualified to review the problem and express the 
appropriate congressional intent. 

n summation, we urge that the modernization of our airports be 
elevated to its proper position with respect to the total aviation facili- 
ties problems. In view of the time required to develop plans and 
eflectively improve our airports, it is believed that the urgency of 

is matter cannot be overstated, consequently, we urge immediate 
favorable consideration of the legislation here proposed. 

We sincerely appreciate this opportunity to express our viewpoint 
m this important legislation and wish to assure the committee that 


we are willing to assist in any manner possible during their delibera- 
tion on this matter. 
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The Cuarman. C aptain, thank you very much for your statement, 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Bennerr. Mr. Chairman, I haven’t a question, but I would 
like at this point in the record to make a reference to a report, Senate 
Document 95, the 83d Congress, entitled, “Report of the Airport 
Panel of the Transportation Council of the Department of Commerce 
on the Growth of the U.S. Airport System.” 

Participating members of that panel were the American Associa- 
tion of Airport Executives, the National Business Aircraft Associa- 
tion, the Air Transport Association, the Aircraft Owners and Pilots 
Association, the Airport Operators Council, the National Association 
of State Aviation Officials, and the Congress ‘of Local Airlines. 

Now, when they dealt with the quest ion, on page 1 of the ee is 
a summary of specific findings and conclusions of this panel, and I 
want to call attention to Recommendation No. 7, which reads as 
follows: 

Since terminal buildings are revenue-producing facilities, they should not 
receive Federal grants-in-aid. However, as a corollary, all Federal agencies 
should pay for all their space requirements including cost of construction and 
maintenance on a self-liquidating basis. 

The report is dated January 1954, about 5 years ago. 

In these hearings and in the hearings in the Senate, most of these 
same groups are here in support of a continuation of Federal grants- 
in-aid for these same, identical facilities. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Younger. 

Mr. Youncer. Captain, I am much impressed with your statement. 

I take it that you would be willing to increase the Federal taxes to 
modernize the airport facilities in ‘the same way that we have in- 
creased the taxes to modernize our Interstate Highway System? Is 
that true ? 

Captain Smiru. If I may, Mr. Younger, let me answer it this way: 

If we continue to search for a more effici ent traffic-control system 
and continue the budget for that study which is in the neighborhood 
of $600 million for the next year, without also having airports that 
will have the capability of the traffic-control system, the money for 
the improved traffic-control system will be wasted, because we do not 
need any new techniques or new philosophies of traffic control. We 
can handle the capability of the airport today and far exceed it. 

The recent figures that came out at Midway Airport indicated that 
the operations, “at that airport last year, averaged 48 movements per 
hour every hour during the year. 

That is a tremendous tribute to the current traffic-control system 
capability. 

We are shooting for 80 to 100 movements an hour. We cannot fit 
that into any airport in the United States today on a sustained basis. 

So we feel that the airport is part of the traffic-control system and 
they must be carried hand in hand together, because one without 
the other gives us no benefit. 

Mr. Younger. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Avery. 

Mr. Avery. Captain, are you saying that we are making the wrong 
approach ? 
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Should we spend this money on the facilities rather than on the 
control ? 

You underline in your statement that the control system is “in 
excess,” underscored, of our ability to accommodate it. Are you say- 
ing that we should spend that money on facilities in lieu of control ? 

Captain Smiru. No, sir. What we are saying is that we have long 
since recognized that the air-traffic control system must have more 
capability, more flexibility to provide for the normal expansion of 
overall aviation. 

This is not just the expansion of the airline aviation segment. But 
if we accept that basic problem, we must also recognize that there are 
two parts to a traffic-control system, that which concerns the opera- 
tion through the air and that which provides the capabilities while the 
aircraft is on the ground. 

If we have the capability of landing 60 aircraft an hour at an air- 
port and we only have the capability, the physical capability at the 
airport of handling 30 landings an hour, we are only getting 50 percent 
ofoursystem. So that it isa two-part program. 

That has been the weakness for a considerable period of time, and 
it is the reason that we are attempting to direct the proper thinking 
toward airport capability. 

Mr. Avery. I think we are all agreed that there is going to have to 
be some improvement in facilities. ‘There seems to be two questions: 

Who is going to pay it and how fast is it going to have to be done? 

So, I conclude, then, you are taking the position that anything less 
than the minimum amount that would be authorized in H.R. 1011 
would be less than enough. 

Captain Smiru. Yes, sir; and I base that fact very definitely on the 
review that the FA has made of their own requirements for the next 
4 years, where they attribute the requirements to be in the neighbor- 
hood of $1,300 million, and I have taken the money for buildings, that 
seems to be an area of conflict, and taken that out and we are still up 
over the $1 billion requirement for the next 4 years, forgetting about 
any buildings. 

Mr. Avery. You touched on one point, of course. That is the areas 
in which you are going to spend the money. You shy away from the 
areas where this money is going to come from. Would you state your 
views there? Do you think the Federal Government has at least as 
much responsibility in this field as H.R. 1011 would authorize, or do 
you think maybe there should be more local participation, or maybe 
the airlines should have a greater financial remponaibalives 

Captain Suir. Sir, I’m sorry, I do not know whether ATA has 
appeared before this committee yet. 

Mr. Avery. They are trying to real hard, I think. 

Captain Smiru. I feel quite confident that you will find out that 
they are spending a rather substantial amount of money on airports 
today. I know that at New York International Airport, for example, 
the airlines have spent in the last couple of years upward of $100 
million to put buildings on that airport, and after they build them, 
they are now privileged to pay rent on them, and this is just at one 
airport. 

Mr. Avery. What was that? 

Captain Smrru. New York International Airport. 

Mr. Avery. $100 million in the last how many years ? 
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Captain Smrru. It would be within the last 3 to 314 years, the proj- 
ects and the work that has been either accomplished or underway 
totals these figures. ; 

Mr. Avery. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuHarrman. Mr. Jarman, did you have any questions? 

Mr. Jarman. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Brock. 

Mr. Brock. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. How long have you been a pilot, Captain ? 

Captain Smiru. Since 1940, sir. 

The CHamrMaNn. You have flown probably in and out of practically 
a major airport facility in the United States I suppose, have you 
not 

Captain Smrru. Either as a pilot or a passenger, the great majority 
of them; yes, sir. 

The CHarmman. Other than the runways themselves where the 
planes take off and land, and the planes themselves, what would you 
say is the next most important thing around an airport for safety 
purposes ¢ i ’ 

aptain Smrru. The approach areas and the visual aids that are 
necessary to be able to transition from your instruments inside the 
cockpit to the facility on the ground where you eventually intend to 
land your aircraft. 

The Cuarrman. What are the facilities on the ground that you are 
in contact with ? 

Captain Sarrn. Well, these are what we term “visual aids,” which 
would be approach lights, runway markings, either paint or lighting, 
runway lighting, threshold identification, which shows us where the 
runway begins. 

The Cuarrman. Then what is the next important thing in the fa- 
cilities of an airport for safety purposes that is imperative and is a 
necessary part of it? 

Captain Smrirn. Well, the electronic equipment that we use to ar- 
rive at and depart from airports is a very basic part of our operation. 

The Cuatrman. And who controls that? 

Captain Smrrn. The Federal Government. 

The Cuatrman. What is the name of the operation at an airport 
where it is controlled ? 

Captain Smrrn. The name of the controlling agency ? 

The CratrMan. Yes. 

Captain Smrru. The Federal Aviation Agency. 

The Cuatrman. I will ask you, is it what is referred to as control 
towers and facilities? 

Captain Smrrn. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Where the communications are sent that are neces- 


sary ? 
Captein Smrrn. Yes, sir. Very definitely we could not maintain 
an orderly traffic flow without these personnel and their equipment. 
The Cuatrman. And these communications? 
Captain Smiru. Yes, sir. 
The Cuamman. As well as the radar and other things. 
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Captain Smrru. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarman. At any airport, generally speaking, where are those 
facilities located ? 

Captain Smiru. Generally, in the main terminal building. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, one of the most essential safety 
operations in practically all the airports of the country is this control 
tower operation which is in the terminal building. 

Captain Smiru. Your point is well taken, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. I am talking about the facts. 

Captain Smirn. It is a fact that some of the most active airports in 
the United States have towers which are not in the terminal building. 

The Cuarmman. I know that is true, that is true, but generally 
speaking, you do have them in the terminal buildings themselves, do 
you not ¢ 

Captain Smirn. That is correct. 

The CuarrMan. Now, the Senate report referred to 1954. The late 
Senator McCarran was at that time chairman of the committee, and I 
observe it has the date February 13, 1954. 

I think the record should show that the report in its preface said : 

It is the unanimous opinion of the panel that it is the responsibility of the 
Federal Government to give financial assistance to local governments in develop- 
ing airports which are in the national interest. 

I think, also, it might be appropriate for the record to show at this 
time that this report with the recommendation referred to by our col- 
league from Michigan was filed in 1954, and subsequent to that time 
the Congress adopted the policy which is today the law, granting 
authority to the Administrator of the program that in carrying out 
this policy terminal buildings should be eligible for Federal aid. 

Captain Smrrn. I think you will agree, Mr. Chairman, our state- 
ment agrees with that philosophy. We recognize that there are cer- 
tain basic factors of our traffic control system that are housed, for 
example, in terminal buildings, and that these particular items being a 
Federal responsibility certainly should be subjected to availability of 
Federal participation. 

In fact, this is specifically what we had in mind with our reference 
to that in our paper. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much for your appearance here. 
We realize the tremendous responsibility you have in connection with 
the accident investigation in New York. 

Captain Smirx. I certainly appreciate your courtesy, Mr. Chair- 
man. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Next, Mr. John O. Colonna, who is appearing here 
for two witnesses that had been scheduled to appear, Mr. George A. 
Carter, director of the Department of Public Works, Baltimore, Md., 
and president of the Municipal and Airport Division of the American 
Road Builders’ Association, and also for Mr. Thomas K. Jordan, di- 
rector of the Wisconsin State Aeronautics Commission, and vice presi- 
dent of the Municipal and Airport Division, ARBA. 

You are director of the Department of Aviation, Friendship Inter- 
national Airport, and director of the Municipal Airport Division of 
the American Road Builders’ Association. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN 0. COLONNA, DIRECTOR OF AVIATION, BALTTI. 
MORE, MD., APPEARING FOR GEORGE A. CARTER, DIRECTOR, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, BALTIMORE, MD., AND PREsyI. 
DENT, MUNICIPAL AND AIRPORT DIVISION, AMERICAN ROAD 
BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION; AND THOMAS K. JORDAN, DIRECTOR, 
WISCONSIN STATE AERONAUTICS COMMISSION, AND VICE PREsr. 
DENT, MUNICIPAL AND AIRPORT DIVISION, AMERICAN ROAD 
BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Cotonna. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is John QO. Colonna. I am director, Department of Aviation, City 
of Baltimore. My office is at the Friendship International Airport. 
And I am also a director of the Municipal and Airport Division of 
the American Road Builders’ Association. I appear here today as 
a substitute for Mr. Thomas K. Jordan who was unable to be here 
due to the cancellation of air service in his area because of the weather. 

The American Road Builders’ Association, which was organized in 
1902, has a membership of 6,000 with representation of all branches 
of the highway and airport industries, including public officials, engi- 
neers, educators, bankers, equipment manufacturers and distributors, 
materials producers, and contractors. Included in the membership 
are 300 municipal and airport administrators and engineers. Our 
interest in airport development predates the original Federal Aid 
Airport Act. 

Mr. Chairman, last year it was my privilege to appear before your 
committee as a representative of the American Road Builders’ Asso- 
ciation in support of the then pending Federal-aid airport bill. At 
that time I endeavored to briefly point out the essentiality of this 
legislation and the most anger need for prompt consideration. To- 
day the situation has not substantially changed with the exception of 
the fact that the needs are now more pronounced and prompt action 
more urgent. 

In reaffirming our position of last year, we would like to go on 
record in support of the following basic provisions: 

1. Continuation and acceleration of the Federal-aid airport pro- 
gram in such manner as to provide not less than $95 million per year 
for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1960, June 30, 1961, June 
30, 1962, June 30, 1963, and June 30, 1964. We also favor authoriza- 
tions with respect to projects in Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the 
Virgin Islands of not less than $5 million for each of those fiscal 
years. 

2. In addition, we favor the authorization of the sum of $75 mil- 
lion to supplement and continue the so-called discretionary fund as 
now provided by law. 

In making these recommendations we wish to point out that the 
turn of events since his appearance last year has adversely affected 
the orderly planning and scheduling of essential and vitally needed 
airport construction. Because of this, the urgency of the problem at 
hand is greater than ever. The adequate development of airports is 
essential to the safety of the traveling public, economic expansion, and 
the national defense as well as the continued growth of air trans- 
portation. Such slowdown as has been experienced has indeed been 
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detrimental to the orderly progress of the program and any further 
delay would create a most critical situation and involve serious eco- 
nomic loss. Legislation providing for the continuation and accelera- 
tion of the Federal airport program should be enacted into law with 
all possible speed. 

Airport sponsors are presently unable to plan and schedule needed 
construction beyond the end of this fiscal year because of uncertainties 
as regards financing. Project planning and land acquisition and Pe 
eraming for construction cannot go ahead until availability of all 
funds are certain—Federal, State, and local. 

The delays currently being encountered, and especially any further 
continuation of such delays in the matter of public airport construc- 
tion will impose a corresponding delay in the Federal Government’s 
plans to expand the Federal Airways System which is vitally impor- 
tant to the safety of the traveling public as well as to the national 
defense. 

The required airways navigation aid improvements and air traffic 
control installations depend upon the construction of airports, run- 
ways, terminal buildings, and towers. Accordingly, if airport develop- 
ment is interrupted, the navigation aids program will suffer. 

Another most regrettable result of the threatened slowdown in 
public airport development is that it is occurring at the same time 
that jet service is being inaugurated by the airlines of the Nation. 
At this time it is doubtful if any existing airports are capable of 
meeting the demands of air traffic without extensive improvements. 
These demands call for an outlay of funds beyond the capability of 
local and State governments. 

With respect to terminal buildings, they are essential elements of 

ublic airports and especially those used for air carrier purposes. 

hey are usually component-type buildings providing for the welfare 
and safety of travelers, airport management, airways and air traffic 
control, mail and express, which services are essential to air trans- 
portation. ‘These structures cannot possible be provided on public air- 
ports unless they are financed on the same basis as other essential 
elements. We believe that section 3 of H.R. 1011 makes adequate pro- 
vision for the exclusion of Federal aid to any nonessential items. 

Mr. Chairman, we are grateful for the privilege of this appearance. 

May I add my personal comments as director of aviation for the city 
of Baltimore ? 

Naturally, I see this problem in the light of Friendship Airport, 
where the need for Federal airport aid is urgent and fully justified. 

Friendship Airport serves a large region that extends into Pennsyl- 
vania and includes much of Maryland in addition to its owner, Balti- 
more City. Baltimore has paid $1214 million toward its cost, while 
the rest of the benefited region has paid nothing except through Fed- 
eral aid, which totals $3 million in capital costs, a 4 to 1 ratio. More- 
over, operating losses of $1 million have been absorbed entirely by 
Baltimore. 

Today, Friendship is the jet terminal for the Baltimore-Washington 
region and it will continue to serve as such for many years. To safely 
do this job we must spend $10 million during the next few years, pri- 


marily to provide additional terminal gates, jet runways, taxiways, 
and parking areas. 
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This jet terminal is essential to the economic, social, and politica] 
life of the Nation. This is the only true jet terminal along the Atlan. 
tic coast between Philadelphia and Miami. Passengers for long. 
distance jet flights from this entire region will use Friendship. The 
area served includes the Capital City of the free world, and we must 
be prepared to accommodate the international jet flights that this 
implies. It is manifestly unfair to saddle all these capital costs on 
Baltimore City. 

The only practicable way for these benefited regions to contribute 
toward these costs is through Federal aid. 

Gentlemen, it is politically impossible for Baltimore to finance 
these airport improvements itself. Without liberal Federal aid the 
growth of this airport will stop. Baltimore does not ask for Federal 
charity, we only ask that the Federal Government shoulder its fair 
share of that burden. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Colonna. We are glad to have 
your statement. 

Any questions ? 

Mr. Youncer. Just one. 

Do you think the need is such that there should be a crash program, 
say, $1 billion and supported by increased taxes to make a crash pro- 
gram to modernize these airports ? 

Mr. Cotonna. I think the program outlined in House bill 1011 is 
a minimum. 

Mr. Youncer. That bill postpones the finish for another 5 years, 
In other words, you do not think it is essential to make it a crash 
program or to lay it over for 5 years? 

Mr. Cotonna. I would like to see it a crash program, except that I 
don’t think that is practical. 

Mr. Youncer. Why ? 

Mr. Cotonna. Well, sir, if you will raise the money we will adopt 
the crash program. 

Mr. Youncrer. Well, I say we did it with the Interstate Highway 
System. Why can’t we do it for the airports? 

Mr. Cotonna. I would be very much in favor of it, if you will 
adopt it. 

Mr. Youncer. And you are perfectly willing as a citizen to see the 
taxes raised for that purpose ? 

Mr. Cotonna. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Youneer. OK. 

The Cuatrrman. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Henry P. Julliard. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY P. JULLIARD, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVES AND DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
OF AIRPORTS FOR LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY AIR 
BOARD, LOUISVILLE, KY. 


Mr. Juxnuiarp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee— 
The Cuamman. You may identify yourself. 
Mr. Jurziarp. Yes, sir. 
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My name is Henry P. Julliard. I am the deputy director of air- 

rts for Louisville and Jefferson County, the Louisville and Jef- 
erson County Air Board in that city. 

We operate Bowman Field, a busy general aviation airport, and 
Standiford Field, a medium-hub air-carrier type airport. I am ap- 
pearing before you today in my capacity as president of the Ameri- 
can Association of Airport Executives. 

On behalf of the association may I express our sincere apprecia- 
tion for granting me this opportunity to appear before you and ex- 

ress our opinions relative to H.R. 1011, a ball designed to so amend 
the Federal Airport Act, as to obligate funds for airport develop- 
ment. 

The American Association of Airport Executives, commonly re- 
ferred to as AAAK, is a professional association of airport execu- 
tives responsible for the operation, maintenance, and development 
of many of the Nation’s public airports. AAAE has, today, a mem- 
bership of over 575 members. Approximately 300 have in their hands 
the stewardship of 330 of the Nation’s public airports, located in 
47 States, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 

A large number of the remaining AAAE’ers are members of air- 
port commissions, authority, or other local governmental aviation 
agencies. 

We do have a relatively small number of members who manage 
airports in friendly foreign countries; however, none of these mem- 
bers participated in the preparation of this position or were con- 
sulted regarding the testimony I am presenting to you for AAAE. 

Recent development in Congress regarding amending the Federal 
Airport Act so as to obligate funds that can be used for airport 
development has established that Congress and the administration 
agree that Federal funds should be obligated for airport develop- 
ment. ‘Therefore, it seems to us that the only issues, in a broad sense, 
that confront this committee are how much and by what formula 
are these funds to be dispensed. I would like to first present our 
views regarding the amount of funds that Congress should obli- 
gate for this purpose. 

The Federal Aviation Agency determined that $1,290 million are 
required to accomplish all of the development necessary on the Na- 
tion’s public airports during the next 4 years. The independent 
survey conducted last year, by the National Association of State 
Aviation Officials, the Airport Operators Council, and the Ameri- 
ean Association of Airport Executives, copies of which have been 
distributed to you, indicated that $1,060 million were required to 
accomplish the development necessary, and contemplated, by the ma- 
jority of the Nation’s principal airports during the next 4 years. 

On this matter, Federal Aviation Agency and the associations 
representing airports are in substantial agreement. The industry 
survey, also, determined that available local funds were insufficient 
to accomplish this required development and that $477 million must 
beobtained from other sources. 

We wish to point out that we consider the industry survey to be 
conservative and that, in our opinion, the sums to be obligated by 
H.R. 1011 are required to cover the deficit indicated. To attempt to 
accomplish the development of the Nation’s airports with less money 
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than that to be obligated by H.R. 1011 is being penny wise and pound 
foolish and facilities of the magnitude of airports cannot be developed 
piecemeal for operational, as w ell as economy reasons. 

It frequently takes several years to get together the preliminary 
design, layouts, cost estimates, “authorization, bond sales s, obtain land 
and overcome the many other hurdles that must be surmounted be- 
fore actual construction of a project can begin. 

Construction, alone, frequently t takes in excess of a year, and all 
told it is not uncommon for 5 to 6 years to elapse from inception of a 
project to ribbon cutting. With this kind of leadtime required, a 
concise 4- but preferably 5-year program at a set level of expenditure 
is essential, if we are to provide an air transportation system geared 
to the needs of the public, and national defense. 

The $100 million per year provided by H.R. 1011 should be equita- 
bly applied to the development of all eligible public airports, includ- 
ing airports serving general aviation. WwW e sometimes overlook the 

requirements of gener ral aviation and the fact that this segment of 
our air transportation system protends an astounding impact on our 
economy. 

The general aviation fleet is 40 times larger than the scheduled air 
carrier “fleet. and they fly many, many more air miles than does the 
Nation’s scheduled air carriers and the military combined. We 
therefore, fee] that the $100 million to be obligated annually must be 
properly distributed to all these : airports and that an additional sub- 
stantial discretionary fund as provided in Senate bill S. 1—$65 mil- 
lion—should, also, be obligated in H.R. 1011 to be available beginning 
with the fiscal year, July L, 1959. 

This discretionary fund is necessary to assist in the acc omplishment 
of major development at certain key airports where unrestricted jet- 
type equipment is, or will soon, operate. We have crossed the thresh- 
hold of the jet age and we are, already, lagging behind in key airport 
development. 

And now, as to the formula, on how we think these funds should 
be allocated. We are confident that the tried and tested division of 
funds, that is 75 percent to be allocated on the State apportionment 
basis and 25 percent on a discretionary basis, and all Federal dollars 
to be mate hed by local funds is sound, providing that Federal funds 
are applied to all of the airport facilities necessary to the welfare 
and expeditious movement of the air passengers, air freight and mail. 

We sincerely believe that Federal aid, under this formula, should 
be applied to the roadway system, vehicular parking lots, terminal 
buildings, other terminal facilities, aircraft parking r: amps, as well 
as the facilities necessary to the landing area and safety. The air 
port is not a complete public facility without all of these facilities. 

If Congress should share the views of the President and not grant 
Federal aid to other than the facilities required for the landing field 
or safety, then the 50-50 formula can no longer apply and we should 
then start considering a formula similar to the highway program 
where the Federal Government is paying 90 percent of the total cost 
and the local government the remaining 10 percent. 

The President, at his last Wednesday’s news conference, com- 
pared airport terminal buildings with bus and railroad terminals 
This comparison is unrealistic and unfair. The Government does 
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not occupy thousands of rent-free space in bus and rail terminals, nor 
does the Government demand pA wach control tower cabs, radar 
rooms, Offices, tunnels and ducts for numerous coaxial cables and 
control and power lines, serving antenna farms and a myriad of 
meteorological instruments located on the airport, much of which is 
directly related to the airws ay system, and not the airport. 

The airport terminal must also accommodate many through, or 
transient passengers, who are not, and cannot be, a responsibility of 
the local government. Let me cite a perfect example. 

The Federal Aviation Agency occupies 5,461 square feet of rent- 
free space in the ¢ airport terminal buildings at Louisville, Ky. There 
exists in this area an air traffic control station that collects and dis- 
seminates weather and other aviation messages. 

The Federal Aivation Agency pays $1.25 per sqaure foot per year 
to defray our cost of furnishing Janitor service, heat and water on a 
94-hour basis. This janitor service includes emptying waste baskets. 
The reason I mention emptying waste baskets is because this service 
is quite substantial with 13 teletypes spitting out paper 24 hours a 
day. 

The Federal Aviation Agency recently requested we paint this area, 
at no cost to the Government. This is only one of the many examples 
of why airport terminals cannot be placed in the same category as 
bus and rail terminals. We do, however, agree that H.R. 1011 does 
properly designate, as not eligible for Federal aid, certain portions 
of terminal building construction. 

The President was also quoted in the February 5 issue of the 
Louisville Courier-Journal as having said, and I quote: 

I don’t believe that we should have higher taxes and I do not believe that 
the United States wants higher taxes. That means to me living within your 
income by avoiding unnecessary expenditures. 

This statement referred to airport aid in the quantity to be obli- 
gated by Senate bill S. 1 and H.R. 1011 as unnecessary. We do not 
believe that Federal grant which, on a State- apportionment basis, 
yields less than $20 million to the entire State of Texas for the next 
4 years, and is less than 20 percent of the total anticipated cost of 
Washington’s second airport, is excessive. 

Here are a few other representative examples. H.R. 1011, on a 
State-apportionment basis, would during the next 4 years yield: 
Michigan less than $10 million; Pennsylvania a fraction over $12 
million ; and California approximately $17 million. 

When viewed in their proper perspective, these representative sums 
are realistic minimums. 

The Federal Government reaps substantial benefit from the public 
airports of the Nation not only from the interstate and international 
transportation aspects, but from the present military and reserve 
military qualities inherent in each such airport. Federal aid to air- 
ports is one of the biggest bargains that the Federal dollar buys today 
for: 

(a) It is matched on a 50-50 basis by the local government and is 
really local government’s assistance in carrying out of Federal respon- 
sibilities to interstate commerce and interstate air tr ansportation. 
This is one of the few nations of the world where the Federal Govern- 
ment does not pay the entire cost of public airports. 
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(6) In the event of war or national emergency, the Federal Govy- 
ernment has available to it a reserve of public landing area facilities 
which cost them nothing for operation and maintenance from the day 
of construction to the day of usage. That burden is fully undertaken 
by the local governmental] body sponsoring the airport. 

The Federal Government has recognized the need and has increased 
funds for development of the airway system, research and develop- 
ment of facilities and equipment required by air traffic control. In- 
dustry, often assisted by the Federal Government, has developed the 
finest fleet of aircraft the world has ever known. 

All together this further emphasizes the need for accelerated de- 
velopment of the Nation’s airports to prevent their becoming the weak 
link in the chain of the Nation’s air transportation system. 

We respectfully request favorable consideration of the following 
amendments to H.R. 1011: 
1. Include vehicular parking lots in items eligible for Federal aid. 

2. Obligate $63 million, instead of $100 million for projects in the 
several States, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands 
for fiscal year ending June 30, 1959. 

3. Obligate an additional $100 million for projects in the several 
States, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands for 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1964. 

4. Obligate $65 million to be available, as a discretionary fund, for 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1960. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, we respectfully urge 
that you do everything possible to bring about early enactment of 
H.R. 1011, amended as suggested. 

And, Mr. Chairman, If I may, I would like to make one correction 
in my paper and that is that I understand since I have been here that 
Senate bill S. 1 is so written that this discretionary fund of $65 mil- 
lion was to be made immediately available and we would like to change 
our statement to recommend that that be followed in this bill, that is, 
for your consideration, to be available immediately rather than the 
next fiscal year. I appreciate very much the time you have given me 
to present our position. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Julliard, may I thank you on behalf of the 
committee for your very fine statement here really discussing the 
issues that are involved. 

Now, as I gather, in the first place, you do not think that it would 
be practical to authorize additional funds to be obligated for this 
fiscal year, 1959, than what the present law states ? 

Mr. Juuiarp. I do not, Mr. Chairman, because I feel that it takes 
too much time to prepare the project, and even though I know the 
funds would be available for some period of time, most of us have 
already determined what our plans should be or will be and I suppose 
that we could change them, but it would be preferable to take those 
funds and put them at the end of the program with a few additional, 
of course, as I indicated. 

The CuarrMan. Well, as I recall, General Quesada said here yes- 
terday that a substantial part of the funds available for obligation 
in 1959 were still unobligated. I believe we asked him to get the 
exact figure but he estimated, I think, probably about $32 million 
or $33 million, I am not sure. We will go back and get the correct 
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ures, but I think it is something like that, almost half of the funds 
for 1959. This is February, and they are still unobligated. That is 
the reason I raised the question of practicality of providing for addi- 
tional funds to be obligated this year with only a limited time for it. 
I am inclined to agree that that recommendation of yours is a very 
sound one. 

Mr. Juuurarp. Mr. Chairman, if I may say this, I have among the 
FAA organization many close personal friends, many others whom 
I know very well and most of which I respect. However, it appears 
that in their administering of the Federal-aid program, they, I am 
sure, Inadvertently—at least I hope inadvertently—delay these pro- 

ams as much as a year and I think it would be pertinent for me 
to mention that this delay makes it appear that we are not using the 
funds, but actually if we have an extended program, I am sure that 
this committee will find and see that as we accelerate, we finally catch 
up on the use of funds. 

In our own community the last project which we just completed 
was delayed 1 year by what we commonly referred to as red tape, 
and I am not going to blame any particular individual for it. It is 
just the due process of doing business in that manner. 

The Cuarrman. Well, of course, the funds, if they were to be in- 
creased by the $37 million, would continue to be available under the 
provisions of the act until obligated. 

Now, the second question that you discussed is with reference to 
the discretionary fund. Now, you have indicated that it is going 
to be necessary to have approximately $400 million for the next 4 
years to meet the needs. 

The general information is that a little more than $1 billion would 
be necessary for the next 4 years and local forces, the States, would 
provide something like $588 million, or whatever it might be, and to 
make up the deficiency it would require approximately $400 million. 
Is that about yoru figure ? 

Mr. Juuurarp. $477 million was the amount that our survey indi- 
cated was the deficit, and we feel that we require that as a minimum. 

The Cuarrman. Four years ago the Congress provided what was 
believed to be the minimum, $63 million a year, for a period of 4 years. 
That totaled about $200-some-odd-million. 

Now, we were told by those who were interested and urged the 
necessity of this kind of new policy that that was a minimum. Yet 
today, 4 years hence, we find that about $75 million, according to 
General Quesada yesterday, is still unobligated. How can you ac- 
count for that fact when the present need is as pressing as you have 
urged here today ? 

Mr. Joxurarp. I think that we just haven’t had a chance to get a 
good start in the development of these airports. One of the primary 
reasons being that we cannot be certain of continued Federal aid and 
itis perfectly natural when you have had Federal aid over the years 
and anticipate the Federal Government again wisely granting Fed- 
eral aid to, shall we say, drag your feet, and I think it has happened 
in the Federal Government as well as in the airports, by the airport 
people, that they have done what they could but there has just been a 
dragging there in order to be able to make sure that the 5-year 
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planning which most of us count on will be properly executed to jts 
fullest extent. 

And I don’t know that the $75 million is there but I am assumin 
that that is correct. It surprises me, however, to hear that it is there, 

The Crarrman. Well, that is what the man says who is handling 
it and administers the program. 

Mr. Jutiiarp. Well, I suppose he is correct. 

The Cuarmman. That raises the question in my mind which I think 
needs very close scrutiny, and that is, Why do you need and can you 
possibly use an additional $65 million discretionary funds? . 

Mr. Juuuiarp. Well, Mr. Chairman, in aviation we never try to 
predict too far in advance what our requirements are going to be, 
Five years is usually a maximum but even then we find that each 
year we must very carefully review our planning in light of develop- 
ments of the equipment, that is, the aircraft itself, the passenger 
trends, and so on. ; 

The jet equipment which has just began to operate, although it has 
been tested for a number of years, we never get the true story on 
the operation of that type equipment until it is actually certificated 
by the Federal agency responsible for that certification. 

Therefore, during the past year I have attended personally, as 
many of the other members of the industry have, meetings with the 
CAA—that is now FAA—regarding the technical standard orders 
and the other guiding directives that refer to the length of runways 
required, the thicknesses of these runways, und the requirements of, 
to put it mildly, astounding to accept this type of equipment, and the 
result is that in the past 12 to 18 months we have really been awak- 
ened by these facts that show a greater need for an immediate crash 
program in these key airports where they are now operating and 
soon expect to operate this jet equipment. 

The Cuatrman. Well, 25 percent of the total available each year 
is to be used in discretion of the Administrator. I wonder if it might 
not be more practicable to let, say, the discretionary funds in the 
first and second years be available immediately instead of granting 
additional the first year, in addition to the outright $65 million, or 
whatever it might be, discretionary ? 

Mr. Juturarp. It is our contention that the $100 million, 25 per- 
cent of which is to be a discretionary fund, should be applied to the 
entire range of airports, those who serve general aviation as well as 
the scheduled air carriers, and if we take and use that discretionary 
fund for these key jet-age airports, those who will be pure jets im- 
mediately, we are going to take funds away from these other airports 
that need some of these discretionary funds. 

Therefore, it is our contention that a separate discretionary fund 
be applied to those large facilities. 

The Cratrman. I know that is your contention, but IT am asking 
you to reevaluate your position and see what you would think about 
a suggestion of that kind. 

Mr. Juxurarp. Well, I can only say that I think the 25 percent 
should be applied equitably throughout the entire range of airports 
I think they need it. 

The Cuarrman. Of course, you heard yesterday that there were 14 
States that had used hardly any of it at all, of their allocation, under 
the formula. 
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Mr. Juiiarp. Well, they should do something about their State 
aeronautics commission, then, because I am sure they need it. Some- 
body just hasn’t done anything about it. F 

The Cuarrman. Of course, you must also recognize there is a prac- 
tical situation here, representing the group that you do, aside from 
the need and a very imperative one, first of all, that you who are in- 
terested in this must fully realize we are going to have another prob- 
lem of trying to get a bill through that we can get finally approved. 

Mr. Jutuiarp. I recognize that, sir. 

The Crarrman. By approval down in the 1600 block of Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue or whether it is by sufficient vote in Congress. I think 
that is a pretty important consideration that should be given atten- 
tion to, in my opinion. 

Mr. Juuutiarp. Yes, sir. We have absolute faith that the commit- 
tee will work it out with that thought in mind. We did want to, how- 
ever, not base our position on that but to give the facts as we see them, 
and we were sure the committee would ferret out that which they 
felt they could do. 

The Crarrman. Yes, and that is what we are going to try to do. 
Just like you gave the facts as you saw them 4 years ago. But up to 
date it has fallen way short by about 30 percent of meeting what you 
claimed you needed. : 

I realize, fully realize, that there are some of these airports where 
these jets are going to operate that are going to have to be given im- 
mediate attention as to their expansion. 

Well, Mr. Younger, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Youncer. No. 

The Carman. Thank you very much. We do appreciate your 
statement. 

Mr. Junurarp. Thank you, sir. 

The Cramman. Mr. George D. Riley may have permission to file 
his statement. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. Ritey, AFL-CIO LeGIsLativeE REPRESENTATIVE 


One of the main items of unfinished business brought over from the 85th Con- 
gress is the bill to amend the Federal Airport Act. 

The AFL-CIO supports the purposes of the present legislation and urges this 
committee to make its report promptly without weakening amendments. 

Had this legislation been signed last year, the Federal Government and local 
governments doubtless would have been saved a worthwhile amount because of 
constantly increasing costs of every improvement in our economic lives. 

The jet age dawned upon us a year earlier than anticipated and with definitely 
limited number of airport facilities sufficiently ample to accommodate the larger 
and faster aircraft. 

Within a few years, it is stated planes weighing as much as 250 tons, double 
the size of today’s jets, will be an accepted fact, with flight time estimated at 
2% hours from Paris to New York. The air will be thick with craft of this 
type, according to forecast of 2,000-miles-an-hour speed. 

Even with our getting along with the job of laying down the runways and 
setting up the structures, we will be busy trying to keep up with rapid changes: 
and with the assistance of the present bill the amounts carried in the legislation 
may well be a fraction of what eventually will be required. 

Even aside from the acquisition of more modern aircraft there remains the 
question of what is to be done with the present conventional equipment. With 
the prediction by the Postmaster General of mail delivered between distant 
points by missile, there is clear likelihood that the obsoleted aircraft may be 
acquired for hauling all first-class intercity mail, just as has been true in Canada 
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for years. Thus, instead of making room exclusively for jet planes, we can 
expect to see many of the propeller-driven craft still around and in some type 
of deferred service. 

There is the additional defense aspect in this bill, because the Defense De 
partment requirements, wherever and whenever needed, must be given thought. 

The report submitted by Edward P. Curtis, special assistant to the President, 
as long ago as May 10, 1957, stated that, ““‘We have already passed that point in 
time where our aviation facilities are capable of safety and eventually handling 
of all aircraft seeking to fly.” The same Curtis report added that, “While in 
1936 there were 5 million takeoffs and landings at the Nation’s airports, there 
are now 65 million and 150 million are forecast for 1975.” 

And, further, the same report declared that “the increase in overall traffic 
will require modernization of airports and an increase in number.” 

The necessity for coordinated national and local effort to insure that airports 
do not become a neglected element of the system and, thus, a future bottleneck 
was clearly emphasized by the President’s special assistant. Despite all this, 
last year this legislation was vetoed. 

The basic requirements are essential for airport facilities. We do not endorse 
any suggestion that any part of the funds contained in the legislation be used 
for luxury operations, including cocktail lounges or even parking areas. The 
money is needed for structures, runways, turnoffs, ete. If additional facilities 
are desired and demanded by local authorities beyond the fundamental neces- 
sities for safe operation of airport construction, maintenance, and traffic flow, 
it is clearly the obligation of those who wish to provide such to do so at their 
own expense and discretion. We hope your committee will not be swayed by 
any demands that luxury in any sense be made a part of the present proposed 
legislation. 

The matter of airports nationwide is a situation which cannot be static or 
ignored. We must do something beyond halfhearted measures and go beyond the 
too little and too late desultory approach to a dynamic problem which would 
become more aggravated through halfway measures. 


The CHAIRM AN. Mr. Remington Rogers from the Tulsa Airport 


Authority in Tulsa, Okla., w ho is ac companied by Mr. Pat Combs, 
manager of the Tulsa Municipal Airport. 


STATEMENT OF REMINGTON ROGERS, ATTORNEY, TULSA AIRPORT 
AUTHORITY, ACCOMPANIED BY PAT COMBS, MANAGER, TULSA 
MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 


Mr. Rocers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I realize 
that the time is getting late. I also appreciate 

The CuHatrman. We apologize for detaining you. 

Mr. Rocers. Not at all. 

The Cuatrman. I know you have come a long way. However, you 
have a member of this committee from your great State of Oklahoma 
who is very interested in this program and 

Mr. Rocers. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. And, of course, is here with us this afternoon, too. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, we do appreciate very much this opportunity to 
express something about the problems of ‘Tulsa, Okla. Although we 
think it would be rather presumptuous to assume that the other mem- 
bers of the committee know much about our problem. 

Tulsa is not a relatively large city, but with us aviation is much 
more than just a place where passengers go to the airport and take off 
and land. As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, with reference to the 
movement of itinerant aircraft, the city of Tulsa ranked 21st in the 
United States. Now, when you consider that the city of Boston was 
only 20th, San Francisco is 22d, and Pittsburgh is 23d, you will see 
that the business of aviation in Tulsa, Okla., is of some significance. 
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It is a fairly important part of a national system of air transport. 
Now, if I may, Mr. Chairman, to give the committee just a little 
background about our airport so that you will understand the prob- 
jem that confronts Tulsa at the present time and which may be sim- 


ply illustrative of what confronts other cities, we prepared an aerial 


photograph of the Tulsa Municipal Airport. 

I want you to get the distances from here to here [indicating], 
which is 1 mile, and this is 2 miles from east to west [indicating]. 
The airport extends from here to here [indicating] which is 2 miles 
from north to south. We have at this point, as indicated, a 10,000- 
foot runway constructed adequate for the service of jet aircraft, and 
in 1958, one of the seven airports in the United States capable of 
accepting any aircraft then in industrial production. 

The airport, of course, is important for general aviation. You will 
see around the side the agencies of Piper and Cessna and Beech- 
craft, and the others. We sometimes are called the oil capital of the 
world. The executives of the oil companies and the supply com- 
panies and drilling companies and affiliated industries have fleets of 
aircraft parked here at the Tulsa Airport. Sinclair and Pan Ameri- 
can have rented complete hangars to take care of their general aircraft 
business. 

At the time of the Second World War, Mr. Chairman, our airport 
existed only in this [indicating] part of the field. It is about less 
than a square mile. We bought and deeded to the United States this 
much of the area [indicating] and the United States constructed 
thereon the aircraft assembly plant No. 3 which the Air Force now 
operates through the Douglas Aircraft Co., the biggest employer in 
the city of Tulsa, some 6,000 employees, which is a very important 
payroll for a city of our size. 

Above that, further to the north you see the maintenance and 
overhaul base of the American Airlines. That is—the completion of 
that as a jet overhaul base is just being attained now at a cost of some 
$20 million so that the jets and the turboprops of American Airlines 
can all be maintained and serviced here. 

Immediately north of that the Air Guard is now spending something 
like $4 million for their new facilities for the 125th Air Squadron. 
We have got plans. We are run by an airport authority that is non- 
paid, nonpolitical, nonpartisan, and just runs this airport for the 
benefit of the Nation’s business as part of the national airport system. 
And so when we saw in the future the needs that were going to arise, 
in 1954 the people of Tulsa bonded themselves for $2,150,000, for 
what? We were confronted with a noise problem from the Air Force 
and the American Air Force jets. We were confronted with a then 
possibility that the Douglas Aircraft would have to expand and they 
—* put even a telephone booth in here now in the Government 
and. 

We bought land 1 mile east of the airport and 214 miles north as a 
noise buffer and to provide the facilities that will be needed by 
the Air Force, especially for a parallel runway if occasion arises. 
Then we were informed that these new jets were going to take longer 
approach zones for safety, flatter takeoffs, and things of that kind. 

We extended the airport safety approach zone to the north all the 
way up to the broad acres of Mohawk Park and we bought a strip 
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of land one-half mile wide and 8,000 feet, a mile and a half, south 
of this end of the runway [indicating], just to provide safety for the 
aircraft that are part of the national air transportation system. 

Now, our winds—I guess 80 or 90 percent of the important winds 
are from the south and almost all our landings and takeoffs are along 
that line, and Tulsa now has, as I say, a 10,000-foot runway and a mile 
and a half of good safe approach zone. 

Now, when we built our terminal building, Mr. Chairman, in 1939 
it was conveniently located between what were then two runways, 
They have had to draw some rings around it. The terminal building 
is a little bit of a building you can’t see in there. We built it in 1939, 
Now, it was very convenient for those runways at that time with 
3,000-foot runways, and to give you an idea of our problem of growth, 
the total number of passengers that were enplaned from Tulsa in 
1937 was 3,936. Twenty years later, in 1957, that was 201,055. 

Now, we have patched and extended and rebuilt and remodeled 
that little terminal building here until it can no longer be patched any 
more. It was built entirely with city funds with the exception of 
one little extension to the east that is occupied entirely by Govern- 
ment—Federal Government—employees. Now, as part of the fore- 
sight of the airport authority in 1954, they hired an internationally 
known airport engineer, Lee Fisher, of South Bend, Ind. They con- 
sulted with CAA, and they found they would have to have a new 
terminal building located near this new runway because, after all, 
at the present time every one of our transport planes of the carriers 
has to taxi 3 miles before they get to the warmup apron where they 
can get ready to take off. It isn’t just the time. That is costly. But 
here it has to cross the ends of both of the north-south runways, and if 
you are going to close that runway while planes are taxiing across it, 
you destroy the efficiency of it. Otherwise you hold all the passengers 
and planes while two, three, or a half-dozen planes may be coming in 
for land. So we are going to locate a new terminal building down 
here. 

We have got the master plan all drawn. We have got them ap- 
proved by CAA, and we hired architects, engineers. We have got 
some of the site location and the utility relocation done, and the CAA 
has already committed or allocated for our Tulsa project $1,717,000 
provided that the city will have matching funds. 

Well, our tax rates are pretty high. Taxpayers don’t like to vote 
additional bonds. But last spring, sir, they voted one-half of the total 
estimated cost of all these improvements to be paid by the city in re- 
liance on having the other half paid by the Federal Government. 
The estimated cost is $8,400,000 and it will include a safe taxiway with 
the fast high-speed turnoffs that the witness have been talking about 
on this side of the runway for the benefit of the Civil Air Transport 
just as that taxiway is for the benefit of the Air Force—$4,200,000 al- 
ready spent, available. But the $12 million that the general said was 
available is unspent; we can’t get our hands on it. 

Sir, it is tied up with some of these other restrictions that we have 
got our $800,000 for this year, and that is all wecan get. So we stand 
with $4,200,000 of city money voted and appropriated and in good 
faith can only be spent in the event that we get sufficient Federal aid 
to complete that. 
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And then, sirs, after I made this statement to the Senate committee, 
I went back to Tulsa and the FAA called Mr. Combs down to Fort 
Worth and here is the new picture. The surveillance radar that has 
been allocated to Tulsa as part of the national air transport system, 
something that we should have, they now tell us that we will have 
deferred until a later date until we construct a new control tower 150 
feet high. 

Now, we built one control tower, if you please, only in 1951 with 
CAA approval and the Federal Government paid half of the cost and 
CAA gets all the rent. They rent it free. But we built that in 1951. 

Now, in order to get the new safety facilities that the CAA or FAA 
says Tulsa should have as part of the national air transport system, we 
have got to build a new control tower 150 feet high. 

Mr. Dincety. How high was your last control tower ? 

Mr. Rocers. Eight stories, 93 feet. 

Mr. Dinceiit. What is the difference between 150-foot and a 90-foot 
control tower ? 

Mr. Rogers. In cost ? 

Mr. Drncetx. Well, in cost but in efficiency. Why do they want 
you to have it 60 feet higher? 

Mr. Rogers. Oh, it is a very simple thing, sir, if I may answer your 
question. ‘The present free-standing control tower is located right 
here [indicating| and as long as we had only an 8,000-foot runway, 
itwas abundantly adequate. They could do everything. They could 
see out the entire airport. 

From this control tower, however, when this runway was extended 
to the north, and a little lower, the CAA now are unable to see from 
the control tower the planes on the warmup apron, and for that reason 
the CAA officials say, we are not going to be responsible for takeoffs 
when we can’t see the planes. So it has got to be that much higher 
and it is contemplated also part of the height may be due to the fact 
that they are going to have to see the warmup apron down there after 
the fingers and loading ramps and all those big things for the parking 
of the huge jet planes will be here [indicating], and so they have told 
us, however, that this radar facility would not be given to Tulsa until 
the new control tower, 15 stories high, is constructed. 

Now, gentlemen, Tulsa isn’t a big city. As I say, in itinerant move- 
ments we do rank 21st. Here is our problem. It isn’t going to change 
anybody’s vote just to do something for the city of Tulsa, but to the 
extent that it shows and discloses the condition of other cities in the 
United States, planning, programs, bond issues, all done ready for 
Federal aid, I am certain it will not be without its significance, and if 
you could actually have adequately explained all the conditions that 

ave confronted us in the construction of that airport that we have, 
one of them, as I say, of the very few airports capable now of han- 
dling your jet traffic and yet unsafe, as far as getting to the takeoff 
point is concerned, I would have no doubt as to the outcome. 

The CHatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Jarman ? 

Mr. Jarman. Well, Mr. Chairman, I have no questions. I would 
say this. I think Mr. Rogers in his testimony has eloquently shown 
with Tulsa as an example, and certainly it is true of Oklahoma City 
and many other places in the country, as other witnesses before this 
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committee have testified, a clear-cut example in Tulsa of a city Voting 
bonds in reliance on what has been understood to be the Federal par. 
ticipation in the development of the airport and meeting the needs 
of this agent as a part of the National System. And I think it jg 
strong evidence of why this committee and this Congress should act 
on the bill we have before us. 

The Cuarrman. Any questions ? 

Mr. Youncer. Just one. In the allocation of $100 million a year, 
the State of Oklahoma would receive $1,332,314. That is for all of 
the airports in the State. How much of that would go to Tulsa? 

Mr. Rogers. We have been getting about $800,000 per year. 

Mr. Youncer. $800,000 a year for 4 years. You then would have 
$3,200,000. You would still be considerably short if you need some 
$4 million. 

Mr. Rocers. I beg your pardon, sir. I must have misstated myself, 
We have already received—we have allocated to our Tulsa airport 
for this improvement $1,717,000 at the present time. The total that 
we have anticipated is $4,200,000. The consequence is if we get an- 
other $2,500,000 within 3 years, which it will take us that long to 
build it, we will have our needs met. 

Mr. Youneer. And you would have your needs met out of the 
ordinary 75-25 apportionment. 

Mr. Rocsrs. Except for the new control tower; yes, sir. We will 
have that. 

Mr. Youncer. Would your airport be better off under a larger dis- 
cretionary fund to take care of those improvements rather than under 
the old apportionment of 75-25? 

Mr. Rogers. Sir, I do not think so. Now, we have had very cordial 
relations with CAA, and as far as a large discretionary fund, we are 
not big enough down there in Oklahoma to get very much of it. We 
would rather just see the same proportion going on. There is one 
matter I would like to answer. I think it was asked in this committee 
about this question of revenue bonds. 

No city in Oklahoma constitutionally can issue revenue bonds. Our 
constitution requires us to run on a cash basis, and we can’t become 
indebted without a vote of the people and the obligation to pay to the 
sinking fund enough to retire the indebtedness in 25 years. I don’t 
know, sir, how many States there are in the Midwest that have similar 
constitutional provisions that limit the taxing power of the cities. 
But if they do, then you will understand the plight and the condition 
we find ourselves in that we have no alternative means of financing. 

Mr. Youncer. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Any further questions ? 

Thank you very much. We appreciate your statement, Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Avery. Mr. Chairman, could I for the record say to Mr. Rogers 
that Oklahoma is very ably represented on this committee by our 
colleague, Mr. Jarman. 

Mr. Rocers. We fully realize that and appreciate your statement. 
We shall carry that word back to Oklahoma, sir. 

Mr. Avery. I hope you will. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Max C. Harrison, chairman of the highway 
contract division of the Associated General Contractors of America, 
and president of the Harrison Construction Co., Pittsburgh, Pa. His 
statement will go in the record at this point. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA, INC., BY 
Max C. Harrison, PRESIDENT, HARRISON CONSTRUCTION Co., PITTSBURGH, PA. 


My name is Max C. Harrison. I am president of Harrison Construction Co., 
Pittsburgh, Pa. Our firm engages in highway, airport, and railroad construction. 

I speak as a representative of more than 7,300 of the Nation’s leading con- 
struction contractors who are members of The Associated General Contractors 
of America. A large number of these firms perform some phase of airport con- 
struction under the Federal Airport Act. 


ECONOMY ACHIEVED BY CONTINUING ORDERLY PROGRAM 


Last July I had the honor of appearing before this committee in support of 
pills under consideration at that time to extend the Federal Airport Act, and 
] again advocate favorable consideration of H.R. 1011 and similar measures 
currently before you, all of which have the objective of permitting a continuing 
and orderly construction program. 

We urge you to give this aspect particular emphasis: It has been often 
proved that public works programs planned and financed in a manner which 
precludes “stop and go” actions will assure the most efficient means of provid- 
ing needed facilities in the most economical manner. 


NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF CIVIL AVIATION ESTABLISH 
FEDERAL-AID REQUIREMENTS 


The extension of the act and the increase in annual Federal authorizations 
are, in our opinion, vital to the future of our country. Not only is a slow- 
down in public airport development already apparent as the result of the 
Presidential veto of legislation passed by the 85th Congress; it is occurring at 
a time when the inauguration of commercial jet aircraft transportation service 
is creating demands for airport improvements far beyond the financial ability 
of local and State governments. 

This legislation should be enacted at the earliest possible date to permit some 
44 State legislatures now in session to pass legislation providing matching funds. 
Barly passage of this much-needed legislation will provide strong support for the 
declaration of policy the Congress expressed in the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 
when it set forth “the promotion, encouragement, and development of civil aero- 
nautics’” as being in the public interest and one of the principal duties of the 
Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency. 

We respectfully point out, however, that those airports which are now capa- 
ble of handling commercial jets, or for which such service is contemplated, come 
much closer to being self-sufficient than the many small civil airports throughout 
the country, and we sincerely hope that this committee will consider this situation 
most seriously. 


AIRPORT CONSTRUCTION NEEDS COORDINATED WITH STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS 


Mr. Chairman, I am also cochairman of the joint cooperative committee which 
the Associated General Contractors of America maintains with the National 
Association of State Aviation Officials. That committee met during the 40th 
annual convention of the AGC in Miami Beach last month for the specific pur- 
pose of discussing airport legislation, and formulated the following resolution 
which was adopted by the entire convention: 


“ATRPORT PROGRAM 


“In order to provide airport facilities that can adequately service our coun- 
try’s expanded civil aviation industry in a manner which will promote rather 
than retard this important segment of our economy and which will allow the 
safest practicable aircraft operation at all public airports, the 40th annual con- 
vention of the Associated General Contractors of America, meeting in Miami 
Beach, Fla., January 19-22, 1959, urges the 86th Congress to enact legislation 
extending the Federal Airport Act. Legislation enacted should set forth the 
intent of Congress to establish the Federal-aid airport program on a continuing 
basis and to encourage local governmental units to expedite improvements to 
needed airport facilities.” 
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CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, I should like to emphasize the importance of adequate ang 
timely provision of airports to meet the needs of the progressive and essentiag] 
aviation industry. The present condition of our country’s economy and the 
current grave international situation lend additional importance to essentig] 
and well planned public works projects that may be financed under the Federa] 
Airport Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I should also like to take this opportunity to point out to the 
committee the proved advantages of the contract method of construction. Heon. 
omy, centralized responsibility, adequate advance planning, and fidelity to our 
free enterprise system are some of the important reasons why the contract 
method is superior to other methods of construction. Today’s high degree of 
competition among contractors, and the more than adequate capacity of the 
contracting industry to perform all proposed construction work, assure the public 
and the Congress of a sound investment in the proposed extension of the 
Federal Airport Act. 

The Cuarmman. Mr. Charles W. Duke, director, New Orleans Ayi- 


ation Board, New Orleans, La. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES W. DUKE, DIRECTOR, NEW ORLEANS 
AVIATION BOARD, NEW ORLEANS, LA. 


Mr. Duke. Mr. Chairman, I am Charles W. Duke, director of avi- 

ation, city of New Orleans, a member of the board of directors, Air- 

ort Operators Council, and a member of the Aircraft Owners and 
Pilots Association. 

Today I speak to you as a director of aviation for the city of New 
Orleans to give you an idea of some of our problems and to support 
for the city the principles and intent indicated in Senate bill 1 and 
your House bill 1011. 

In the past few years the city of New Orleans has participated 
under Federal aid projects to the extent that the Federal Government 
had funds eyaclable. However, this has been not on a 50-50 basis 
but on a 70-30 percent basis. As of this date we have before the 
voters of the city of New Orleans a $1 million bond issue which will 
be voted on the 21st of this month. It is earmarked for the extension 
of our east-west runway in order to begin preparation for handling 
jet operations. If this $1 million is not matched by Federal aid, 
we can do very little in the way of providing runway length required 
for jet operation which we expect will start in the middle of this 
summer. 

I would like to say at this point that under the Administration’s 
bill for the entire State of Louisiana for a 4-year period, there will 
be allocated $1,519,000. Under the $100,000 per year allocation, the 
entire State of Louisiana would get $1,204,000 each year. 

This brings me to the point that we feel a discretionary fund at 
this time is imperative. As proof of this statement we have Alex- 
andria, La., sitting with $1 million in the bank. We have a $1-mil- 
lion bond issue which, by the way, the Bureau of Governmental 
Research, which is a tax association represented in the city, almost 
declined to approve because they did not know if Federal aid was 
forthcoming. 

Adding only the two cities, Alexandria and New Orleans together 
would far exceed any funds that would be available under the $100 
million per year apportionment and would far exceed the Adminis- 
tration’s apportionment. 
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I would like to at this time clarify the discrepancy I think that 
exists between the understanding of the $12 million Federal aid funds 
available and particularly if you don’t mind, Mr. Chairman, the $75 
million which is actually allocated by FAA under the State appor- 
tionment and discretionary program. 

The $12 million that has been discussed consists of $6 million 
which will not be returnable to FAA until June 30 of this year. 
There is besides the $6 million, $3.1 million, approximately, which 
will be returnable to the FAA approximately July 1 because of a 
time lapse of the places to which it has been allocated. Adding these 
together it leaves only really at $1.9 million discretionary fund avail- 
able to the Administrator at this time to take care of the immediate 
problems of ourselves, as an example, Chicago, and all the other 
places that will get jet service and will get it soon. 

So in reality there is not $12 million of unallocated funds available 
to the Administrator. And the $75 million is actually allocated on 
the population ratio and is either not returnable or hasn’t been obli- 
gated or hasn’t been taken by the communities, but it must be left an 
obligated status and therefore is not available to take care of our 
immediate pressing problem which again brings forth the point that 
we must have in our opinion at 65—or we recommend a $65 million 
discretionary funds just to take care of the pressing problems such 
as Tulsa has mentioned. 

They have $4.5 million. We will have $1 million. Alexandria, La., 
has $1 million. And it is all for preparing, not necessarily terminal 
buildings and other functions, but preparing for the jet operation. 

The Cuarrman. What is the difference between what you refer to as 
allocated and what you refer to as obligated ? 

Mr. Duxe. I would have to give you my own understanding of it, 
Mr.Chairman. It is that the FAA would allocate to the States certain 
portions of the funds available to them. This is allocated to them on a 
time element and may or may not be taken by the agencies within the 
State. This would be allocation. 

In any case, I believe it is obligated once they allocate it. I believe 
we are talking about a difference in terms of allocation and obligation. 
But as I understand it, the entire $75 million under discussion is allo- 
eated, which means it is not available for any agencies or areas besides 
those to which it is allocated, and the $12 million figure we are talking 
about consists of these three figures that I gave you, $6 million, which 
is returnable and would be available under the discretionary fund on 
July 1; $1.9 million which is actually in hand and available at the 
discretion of the Administrator for use at this time; and $3.1 million 
which will be returned to the FAA and again to the discretionary fund 
or part of it to the discretionary fund about July 1. 

So what we are actually talking about is about $2 million that the 
Administrator could use at this time to take care of his immediate 
pressing problems regarding jets, taking that 

The Cuatrman. I just can’t understand that with the information 
Thave before me, which says as of July 1958—that is the latest infor- 
mation we have on it—the total obligation beginning in 1956, wp until 
that time, would be only $110 million. 

Mr. Dux. That would be the total obligated to date; would that be ? 
_ The Cuarrman. That would be the total obligated to date. And it 
is estimated or at least projected, I would say, only, that in July 1960 
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it would be $183.6. You have got all that money unobligated. Now 
you have 25 percent of the 4 years which would be $15 million for each 
one for the total of four. That is $60 million of discretionary funds to 
start with. 

Mr. Duxe. Well, I must say to you, Mr. Chairman, what has hap. 
pened to us, and this is—these figures I have given you are our under. 
standing of it, but we have taken from our operating funds $700,000 
to construct a sewage-disposal plant, provide furniture and furnishing 
in the terminal which the Federal Government does not participate in, 
and for other road work and lighting on terminal roadways, so the 
terminal would be usable. The sewage-disposal plant by its nature 
is eligible. 

However, it is low on the priority list; but they said, even if it were 
high, they do not have funds available to match what we would put 
up for a $300,000 sewage-disposal plant. 

So even though it appears that these funds are available, I believe 
in reality that only $2 million is available at this time. Perhaps 
because of a time Hh in planning, programing, and return of the 
money. But actually as we see it, there are $2 million available at 
the discretion of the Administrator which he can use for crash pro- 
grams, if you want to call it that, or immediately necessary programs. 

The Cuatrman. Well, we will find out. 

Mr. Duxer. Now, I would like to go into a short explanation of— 
this might help to answer some of the questions that were asked 
yesterday. 

The city of New Orleans has appropriated over the past few years 
$10.5 million for development of Moisant International Airport. How- 
ever, as of this year we have been advised that no further capital 
funds will be made available to us from the general] obligation bond 
capacity of the city. 

We are ordered by the city council to investigate and inaugurate 
revenue bond financing, and by motion dated January 15, 1959, even 
the $1 million we hope will be made available on February 21 must 
be repaid to the city from the proceeds of the sale of aviation revenue 
bonds if and when revenue hendtees capacity is given. 

One of the roadblocks on this pesblon is that we have to get a con- 
stitutional amendment. Thus we appear to be not Jess than 9 months 
from revenue bonding but possibly 2 years if our time elements don’t 
work out correctly. 

The reason the city has done this is because the city of New Orleans 
constitutionally cannot have outstanding in any one year over about 
$10 million in general obligation bond issues. When you consider 
prior obligations, retirement of prior expenses, they actually have 
available to them in any particular year not much over $5 million 
of new money for the entire development of the city. 

If the aviation department were to continue a requirement of and 
receive $1 million of $1.5 million each year, it is clear that the other 
responsibilities and duties of the city must be neglected, and the 
board—I may speak for them and myself personally—feel this is en- 
tirely unjustified and unfair to the other functions the city must 
perform. 

Another thing I would like to clarify. I believe yesterday it was 
stated that the city of New Orleans made $80,000 on their terminal 
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buildings area. I am not sure where this figure came from but I do 
know, I think, without hesitation that it does not include depreciation 
and interest on bonds. 

I will give you the figures for 1958. During that year the opera- 
tion of the airport netted us a $4,785 profit, but we ended up with a 
$215,000 loss after adding depreciation and interest on outstanding 
bonds. 

The request was made this morning for a 3-year report from other 
cities. We can’t even do that because until 1957 the airport did not 
have a standard accounting procedure. I think that it is generally 
true in most airports that when you calculate the full opearting costs, 
the capital cost, and the depreciation of the facility, that they will 
not show a profit. This is very pertinent to our issue because of the 
fact that when we go to revenue bond financing, we will have available 
only a very limited amount of revenue financed income and it is more 
imperative than what little money we have must be matched by the 
Federal Government in order to make available to us facilities which 
the FAA requires basically and may require in the future. 

One of the distinguishing things that has occurred lately is that 
after our capital program had been set up for a 3-year period, we re- 
ceived unofficial word that some $334 million worth of work in addi- 
tion to what we had planned would be required to make us fully able 
to take care of the jets under all circumstances. This $334 million is 
for such work as holding aprons, high-speed leadoffs, high-speed taxi- 
ways, additional taxiways, and possibly widened taxiways. All this 
work is beyond the scope of our present planning and if it is to be 
done, we really know of no source of revenue for it. 

The next item I would like to touch on is that regarding lands and 
the obligations that are imposed upon us by the CAA and FAA, we 
have a land program at Moisant of $1,600,000. Because of past lim- 
itations on CAA funds on a national formula, even the lands which 
CAA said we must have are not matched on a 50-50 basis. This 
hurts us twice because under the land program we must put up the 
cash and buy the land in toto before we get reimbursement for it. 

With revenue bonding staring us in the face, any depletion of our 
cash reserves or cash position will make critical the issuance of reve- 
nue bonds. 

Another factor regarding the problem at Moisant is the stop-start 
nature of Federal aid in the past. We haven’t been able to plan real- 
istically a program for receipt of Federal aid. We believe it is clear 
that there has never been sufficient Federal aid available to match 
local funds and we also believe it is quite clear unless a continuing 
program such as proposed under your bill is put in force, that no com- 
munity, large or small, can intelligently budget and plan for the 
improvement they are required to make. 

Finally, I would like to touch on the participation in terminal 
buildings. We are not directly concerned in this matter because we 
have our building under construction and we proposed that it will 
open approximately September 1. However, we feel the basic theory 
of Federal aid participation in terminals should be followed. 

We serve in New Orleans not just the city of New Orleans, but we 
serve Mississippi, Alabama, east Texas and east Florida. So we are 
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definitely in the interstate picture, and with our routes to Central 
America and South America, we are in the international picture, 

This brings up, of course, the problem of providing governmental] 
space in our terminals. We must provide the control tower, the 
Weather Bureau, the Post Office, the Customs, Immigration, the Pub- 
lic Health and the Entomology quarters. We also feel that such 
things as the sewage-disposal plant which I mentioned are strictly for 
the safety and comfort of the traveling public and in reality Public 
Health regulations require us to have them. 

So we feel that Federal aid should be made available for the ter- 
minal and other terminal facilities of this nature. We agree in prin- 
ciple that the nonessential revenue-producing aspects of the terminal 
building should not be participated in. 

I might say, too, in closing, that we have in operation a grant offer 
of Federal aid in our terminal building. It is not on a 50-50 basis, 
but it does definitely exclude participation by the Federal Govern- 
ment in the bars, restaurants, and other revenue-producing areas, 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Avery. Mr. Chairman, I just want to ask one question. 

Mr. Duke, you mentioned the space you provided for the Weather 
Bureau and the Immigration Bureau, and possibly another Federal 
agency or two. 

Did you mean to leave the implication you provide that space with- 
out rent # 

Mr. Duxe. We have been: yes, sir. I can give you as a good ex- 
ample of that, Mr. Avery: The control tower pays $1 per year rent 
for a six-story structure. We have worked out with them through 
negotiation the fact that they will take care of the janitor service. 
But the maintenance and operation and redecoration and such things 
as those in the tower shaft are still our responsibility. 

They will pay a connected and calculated fee for electrical energy 
and a calculated fee for heat. But we feel that the governmental 
agencies should pay a rental which will return to the community a fair 
operation and maintenance cost of the area. 

The community itself will take care of the depreciation and main- 
tenance of the external structure. 

Mr. Avery. In the terminal, as I followed your testimony, I got the 
distinct impression you are just in the process of completing a new 
terminal facility ? 

Mr. Duke. That is so; yes, sir. 

Mr. Avery. And how much Federal money has been involved there / 

Mr. Duke. We have a $7 million structure, Congressman. I would 
have to give you an estimate at this time. I believe it is less—it is 
slightly over $2 million. But excluding the bite by the grant-offer 
terms itself, it excludes participation in the bar, the restaurant, and 
the other concessions. 

Mr. Avery. Yes; that is right. 

But you feel even though the Federal Government—let us say even 
though they contributed about what, 30 percent ¢ 

Mr. Duxe. That is about right. 

Mr. Avery. Thirty percent of the cost of facilities—that they still 
ought to pay rent for the amount of space that is occupied by the 
Federal agencies 4 
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Mr. Duxe. I think you might take this approach: You might con- 
sider that the investment made under Federal aid would take care 
of the depreciation or amortization of the area. The rent we ask is 
only a fair return for our operating costs, for maintenance and opera- 
tion of the area. 

Mr. Avery. Let us turn that around. Supposing the Federal Gov- 
ernment would pay what is considered to be reasonable and fair rent 
as anybody else would pay for the space they would use. Then maybe 
you would agree the Federal Government would have no responsibili- 
ties inthe cost of construction. 

Mr. Duxe. We would have to get the structure buil’ first, Mr. Avery, 
in order to do this. 

Mr. Avery. Do you think the assessed valuation of New Orleans 
would not bear the cost of that extra? 

Mr. Duxe. I am quite certain it won’t. It is one of our peculiar 
local problems—that the assessed valuation of New Orleans is not 
going to change, and it limits the city, as I said, to a $10 million out- 
standing debt, - which in re: ity amounts to $5 million per year. 

Now, ‘this is a peculiar situation, perhaps. The assessors, of which 
there are eight, are reluctant to reassess and reappraise the properties 
in New Orleans. 

Mr. Avery. That is not very peculiar to New Orleans. I think that 
is pretty much the same pattern nationwide. 

Mr. Duxe. I don’t know. I speak only for New Orleans. 

Mr. Avery. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Duke. We appreciate 
your attendance here and your statement. 

May I inquire at this point if there is anybody else here who wants 
to file a statement ? 

Colonel Adams? 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH P. ADAMS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL AND TERRI- 
TORIAL AIRLINES, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Apams. Chairman Harris, distinguished members of this com- 
mittee, if I may have permission to file this statement in its entirety, 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to excerpt from it most briefly at this 
time for your committee. 

The CuatrMan. Very well. Mr. Joseph P. Adams, general counsel 
for the Association of Local and Territorial Airlines. 

Your statement will be included in the record in full. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH P. ADAMS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND GENERAL COUNSEL OF 
THE ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL AND TERRITORIAL AIRLINES (ALTA) 


My name is Joseph P. Adams. I am executive director and general counsel 
of the Association of Local and Territorial Airlines (ALTA) * with headquarters 
in Washington, D.C. Its membership represents a voluntary nonprofit associa- 
tion whose members are pledged to improve passenger travel, reduce subsidy, 
and strengthen member airline finances. 





1Alaska Airlines, Inc. : Allegheny Airlines, Inec.; Aloha Air Lines, Inc.; Bonanza Air 
Lines, Inc.; Central Airlines, Ine. ; Frontier Airlines, Inc.; Hawaiian Airlines, Ltd. ; Lake 
Central Airlines, Inec.; Mohawk ‘Airlines, Ine.; Northern Consolidated Airlines, Inc. ; 

rk Air Lines, Inc.; Pacific Airlines, Inc.; Reeve Aleutian Airways, Inc.; West Coast 
Airlines, Inc. ; Wien Alaska Airlines, Inc. 
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Specifically, I appear as general counsel of the Association of Local and Terri. 
torial Airlines on whose behalf I urge the passage of H.R. 1011, which was jn. 
troduced to amend the Federal Airport Act as follows: 

“Authorize to be obligated by the execution of grant agreements pursuant to 
section 12 of this Act the sum of $40,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1956, and the sum of $60,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1957, 
and June 30, 1958, and the sum of $95,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending 
June 30, 1959, June 30, 1960, June 30, 1961, June 30, 1962, and June 30, 1963.” 

I am pleased to advise you that the members of this association at their 
quarterly regional meeting held in Las Vegas, Nev., April 10-11, 1958, includea 
the passage of S. 3502 as an agenda item and considerable time was given to 
a thorough consideration of the public service impact of the legislation. Follow- 
ing a studied discussion the members of this association unanimously voted to 
support passage of the legislation and on their behalf and by their direction | 
appeared and testified on behalf of S. 3502, and related House bills, Wednesday, 
July 23, 1958. 

Since this date the association has held a quarterly regional meeting in Hono- 
lulu, T.H., and an annual meeting in Washington, D.C., and on those occasions 
the membership reiterated their support of the Federal Airport Act, and I ap 
peared before the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee on behalf 
of this new bill, S. 1, on January 23, 1959. While the contentions made on behalf 
of the legislation in 1958 are valid today, I wish to bring up to date the situation 
that equipment modernization is creating in our local service airline industry, 
Since last testifying on behalf of this legislation, Ozark Airlines has contracted 
to purchase three F—27 turboprop-type aircraft; Northern Consolidated Airlines, 
three; Pacific ahebinies six; and Wien Alaska Airlines, two, as their DC-3 re. 
placement. North Central Airlines has received guaranteed loan approval from 
the Civil Aeronautics Board to purchase Convair 340-type aircraft to replace 
its present DC-3 planes. Frontier Airlines has announced that it is purchasing 
Convair 340-type aircraft to replace its present DC-3 fleet. West Coast Airlines, 
Piedmont Airlines, and this week, Bonanza Airlines, Inc., have accepted delivery 
on F-27 turboprop-type aircraft and are presently operating such aircraft on 
their systems. 

The replacement of the DC-3 will in every case result in the use of larger 
aircraft requiring longer runways and more adequate airport facilities than are 
presently available in the majority of the smaller communities of the United 
States. To the extent that the new larger equipment will provide more efficient 
operations, the Federal subsidy to the air carriers will be reduced. This poten- 
tial reduction is in the approximate amount of $40 million a year. 

Further since last testifying in support of Federal airport aid this Congress 
has passed 8S. 3778, being the railroad transportation legislation of the second 
session of the 85th Congress. One amendment in this legislative package will 
authorize the railroads in the future to suspend service at smaller communities 
without permission of the State transportation or utility commission. This 
new power will result understandably in the loss of railroad service to many 
American cities. Today’s only practical substitution for this loss will be the 
local service airlines who will not only serve the passenger, but carry the mail. 
Some of these cities that will lose this railroad service today do not have air 
service and do not have airports and consequently the benefits made possible 
by this legislation are a ‘“‘must”. 

While I have felt for many years that the local service airlines more nearly 
represent a public service institution than most corporate enterprises, I should 
like to quote from a speech by the Honorable James R. Durfee, Chairman of 
the Civil Aeronautics Board, speaking before an Association of Local and Terri- 
torial Airlines’ meeting in Las Vegas, Nev., April 11, 1958. First, the chairman 
indicated that the 13 local service carriers carried three and one-half times the 
number of passengers last year than all trunk carriers carried in 1938 and 
that in the 6-year period since 1951 local service passenger-miles have gone up 
250 percent—a growth that exceeds that of air carrier industry as a whole— 
which grew approximately 238 percent in the same period. He then said: 

“T wanted to make these growth comparisons in terms of traffic carried, rather 
than in terms of total aircraft or total investment or some other index of growth, 
because traffic figures are the real measure of service to the public. 

“We are often inclined to forget the public service being provided by the local 
service carriers when we consider the annual subsidy bill. Their publie service 
record, however, is the important fact of their lives. The act was designed to 
promote a public service. The subsidy bill is the cost of spreading this service 
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and the bulk of the year-by-year increase in subsidy has been due to route exten- 
sions that have brought service to more cities and more areas across the 
tinent.” 

i Reapting this excellent appraisal of the public service being provided by the 
jocal service carriers, it follows that with the continued Government support 
of the Federal airport program made possible by H.R. 1011 the entire public of 
the 49 States and the Territories will reap a direct and lasting benefit. In the 
opinion of the members of this association, the enactment of this legislation will 
make possible the more efficient day-to-day development of civil aviation under 
the policy formulated by Congress and set forth in the Civil Aeronautics Act of 
1988. The construction and improvements of airports domestically and in the 
Territories is properly adapted to the present and future needs of the foreign 
and domestic commerce of the United States. 

In the performance of my duties as a member of the Civil Aeronautics Board, 
it was my privilege to hear a presentation and oral argument made to the Board 
by mayors of cities, presidents of chambers of commerce, and individual busi- 
ness Managers on the occasion of the renewal of certificates for local service 
airlines. Congress, in its wisdom, granted these local carriers and the intra- 
Alaskan and intra-Hawaiian carriers permanent certificates. Prior to this con- 
gressional action it was routine for the Board to hear possibly 5 to 10 renewal 
eases a year. It was during these days of argument that I learned at first hand 
the significance of this local service transportation to the domestic commerce 
of these United States. 

This distinguished committee, in its broader service in the Congress of the 
United States, is aware of the national policy of plant dispersal that followed 
more particularly the Korean crisis. It is a matter of Board record, but I state 
in particular at this time, that literally hundreds of heads of business have 
stood before the members of the CAB in local service airline cases and said that 
their plans could not have been located in such and such a city without the 
airmail, air express, and passenger service that was to be provided by the par- 
ticularly named local service airline. 

The passage of H.R. 1011 will revitalize the economic interplay between all 
sections of the country and within Territories which is so healthful to each and 
every citizen. 

Next, concerning the responsibilities of those in civil aviation to the present 
and future needs of the postal service, I should like to repeat a quotation that 
Ihave previously brought to the attention of this distinguished committee. It is 
from a speech made by the Postmaster General, Arthur E. Summerfield, before 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce in Washington, D.C., on April 29, 1957: 

“Basically, the Post Office can no longer rely, to the extent that it once could, 
on the railroads of the country for carrying the mails between post offices. 
Today there are only 2,600 mail-carrying trains in contrast to more than 10,000 
a quarter of a century ago. Today 70 percent of our post offices cannot be 
reached directly by train connections. 

“Consequently, the Post Office is increasingly depending upon airlines and 
trucks to speed the delivery of the mails.” 

Today, the small business local service airlines are not only exclusively serv- 
ing 261 small cities with airmail and air express, they are taking part in the 
Postmaster General’s experiment on airlifting 4-cent letters in serving these 
small cities. 

Passage of H.R. 1011 will go far in assuring that the present and future needs 
of the postal service will be provided for, 

Next, I should like briefly to refer to the responsibility of those who operate 
civil aircraft toward the national defense phase of air operations. 

Once again, I call upon the distinguished members of the committee to take 
judicial notice, so to speak, of the dispersal program of military installations 
which followed the Korean conflict. In the event of mobilization or any upsurge 
in defense requirements, the passage of H.R. 1011 and the subsequent construc- 
tion and improvement of the Nation’s airports would vitally affect the very 
heartbeat of the defense tempo throughout the land. 

While I believe that the contribution of this program to the present ard future 
needs of the national defense needs no further description here, I would like to 
call to the committee’s attention the fact that since the passage of the Civil 
Aeronautics Act of 1938, we have an additional concern, that of civil defense. 

The passage of H.R. 1011, with the following construction of airports, together 
with additions and improvements of existing fields will guarantee that should 
our country face the holocaust of atomic war there will be literally hundreds of 
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cement slab islands of operation and safety throughout the land. The exist- 
ence of these islands of transport will greatly strengthen the Nation’s power 
to resist and successfully withstand any such attack as will be our destiny, 
While this association fully supports H.R. 1011, I should like to additionally com. 
ment on behalf of our Territorial carrier members that the annual increase jp 
the future allocations of funds for the Territories is particularly timely and jg 
appreciated. 

Mr. Nick Bez, chairman of the board of the Association of Local and Territo- 
rial Airlines, and a pioneer in Alaskan air operations, together with Mr, Sigurd 
Wien, president of Wien Alaska Airlines, Mr. Robert C. Reeve, president of 
Reeve-Aleutian Airways, Mr. Charles F. Willis, president of Alaska Airlines, Mr, 
Raymond I. Petersen of Northern Consolidated Airlines, and Mr. David Benz of 
TPA Aloha Airlines in Hawaii, personally affirm the need of this legislation. 
I quote from the president of one of these carriers, Mr. Robert C. Reeve, as 
follows: 

“The proposed $500 million Federal Airport Act, 8. 3502, will be of very great 
aid to the residents over our route who live in the most isolated area under the 
American flag. Only a few of the residential communities we serve have air- 
ports, yet these communities contribute an average of $12 million a year to the 
national wealth from their fisheries. 

“Federal airport aid has already contributed greatly to the well-being of Sand 
Point in the Shumagins with participating funds in 1957 construction. Chignik, 
King Cove, and False Pass also require similar airfields. These communities 
will never reach their proper degree of growth and participation in the benefits 
of the outside world until they have airfields.” 

In conclusion then, it is the opinion of the members of this association that 
passage of H.R. 1011 is in the public interest in the broadest political, social, 
and economic sense. Further, it is a necessary legislative step to insure that 
the encouragement and development of an air transportation system properly 
adapted to the present and future needs of the foreign and domestic commerce 
of the United States, of the postal service and of the national and civil defense 
continue unabated. 


Mr. Apams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

While the contentions made on behalf of the legislation in 1958 
are valid today, I wish to bring up to date the situation that equip- 
ment modernization is creating in our local service airline industry. 

Since last. testifying on behalf of this legislation, Ozark Airlines 
has contracted to purchase three F-27 (turboprop) type aircraft, 
Northern Consolidated Airlines, three, Pacific Airlines, six, and Wien 
Alaska Airlines, two, as their DC-3 replacement. North Central Air- 
lines has received guaranteed loan approval from the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board to purchase Convair 340-type aircraft to replace its 
present DC-3 fleet. West Coast Airlines, Piedmont Airlines, and this 
week, Bonanza Airlines, Inc., have accepted delivery on F-27 (turbo- 
prop) type aircraft and are presently operating such aircraft on their 
systems. 

The replacement of the DC-38 will in every case result in the use of 
larger aircraft requiring longer runways and more adequate airport 
facilities than are presently available in the majority of the smaller 
communities of the United States. To the extent that the new larger 
equipment will provide more efficient oper ations, the Federal subsidy 
to the air carriers will be reduced. This potenti: ul reduction is in the 
approximate amount of $40 million a year. 

Further, since last testifying 1 in support. of Federal airport aid this 
Congress has passed S. 3778, being the railroad transportation legis- 
lation of the 2d session of the 85th Congress. 

One amendment in this legislative package will authorize the rail- 
roads in the future to suspend service at smaller communities without 
permission of the State transportation or utility commission. | This 
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new power will result understandably in the loss of railroad service 
tomany American cities. 

Today’ s only practical substitution for this loss will be the local 
srvice airlines who will not only serve the passenger, but carry the 
mail. Some of these cities that will lose this railroad service today 
do not have air service and do not have airports and consequently 
the benefits made possible by this legislation are a “must.” 

Mr. Chairman, the balance of the testimony, while I consider valid 
to this occasion, was used in part the last time I appeared before this 
distinguished committee, which was on Wednesday, July 23, 1958. 
And inasmuch as you have graciously consented to accept the entire 
statement, I will not recast that at this time. 

Again, it is a great pleasure on behalf of the local and Territorial 
airlines to appear before this distinguished committee. 

The CuarrMAn. Colonel, thank you very much. And I will say 
that you are always welcome to this committee, having served as a 
member of the Civil Aeronautics Board as ably as you did over the 
years, distinguishing yourself in this field. We accept your testi- 
mony, of course, anc consider it with high regard. 

Mr. Apams. Thank you, Mr. C hairman. 

The Cuamrman. Mr. A. B. McMullen? 


STATEMENT OF A. B. McMULLEN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS, WASHINGTON, 
D.C. 


Mr. McMutten. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
Iam the executive director of the National Association of State 
Aviation Officials—commonly referred to as NASAO. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to explain that I would be perfectly 
willing to submit my entire statement for the record, but inasmuch 
as——— 

The Cuairman. Thank you, Mr. McMullen. 

Mr. McMuien. Except that I would like to comment briefly on 


some of the statements made by the Administrator of the Federal 


Aviation Agency during his testimony. 


In order to do so, I w ill have to refer to parts of my statement in 
order to get what I am going to say in the proper perspective. 


The CuairnmMan. Thee sntire statement will be included in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY A. B. McMULLEN, Execurive Direcror, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is A. B. McMullen. 
lam the executive director of the National Association of State Aviation 
Officials, commonly referred to as NASAO. 
The officers and members of the association are sincerely appreciative of the 
very timely interest, not only in aviation but in the public welfare as well, that 
has been evidenced by Congressman Harris and other Members of the Con- 
gress Who have introduced bills to extend the time for making grants under 
the provisions of the Federal Airport Act. 

l appear before this distinguished committee today to urge your favorable 
consideration, and early congressional adoption, of legislation to not only extend 
the Federal-aid airport program, but also to authorize adequate funds to effec- 
tively and efficiently carry the program forward. 
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Membership of the NASAO consists of the 41 States having active aeronautics 
commissions and departments. These States aviation agencies operate State- 
owned airports and aircraft; plan and supervise statewide airport programs: 
administer State-appropriated funds for the development of publicly owned 
airports; and, where channeling is in effect, they administer Federal funds 
allocated for projects within their respective States.’ They establish and 
poy ay ee ae to airmen, airports, and aircraft; ang 

y responsible for fostering the develo j 
of aviation in their States. : ee 

In poe Se Pet latter responsibility, their interests range from— 

e flying farmer or rancher who operates hi 
fight strip; pe s aircraft from his own 

The businessman who uses the airplane to extend the sco f 
the efficiency of his operations; P ee 

The crop duster and aerial firefighter ; 

The aircraft sales and service organizations, without which the business of 
aviation could not.survive ; 

The aircraft and aircraft equipment manufacturers ; 

The aviation schools ; 

The charter operators; 

The local service carriers ; 

The trunkline air carriers; 

The military organizations that use any part of the navigable airspace; 

The airports—the air navigation aids—and the communications facilities 
and networks necessary to assure safe and efficient aircraft operation by 
this heterogeneous assortment in the same airspace. 

As good public servants, the members of NASAO, in cooperation with officials 
of the Federal agencies responsible for aviation development and regulation, 
must consider the needs of all the various components of aviation, and then 
continuously assess the public benefit and interest in the various services they 
offer. 

For this reason the State aviation officials that comprise the NASAO member- 
ship normally approach any aviation problem, such as an airport development 
program, objectively and from a public-interest viewpoint. 

With one or two exceptions, I shall limit my remarks to a general summary 
of the airport problem, without resorting to detailed statistics, which I am 
certain will be provided by other witnesses appearing before you during these 
hearings as representatives of various segments of the industry. 


INTERNATIONAL AND CONTINENTAL AIR CARRIERS * 


The size, speed, and public welfare aspects of the new jet-powered transports 
currently being introduced into the international and trunkline air carrier 
systems, are rapidly becoming well known. 

These aircraft, which transport from 100 to 200 passengers from city to city 
and country to country, at speeds approaching the speed of sound, will introduce 
a new era of transportation and, in fact, a new way of life for America and 
the world—if we provide the necessary airports, with complete and efficiently 
designed facilities, and the high-speed highways or monorails from airports 
to downtown areas, needed to implement the high-speed service the new transport 
airplane offers the traveler, the shipper, and the postal service. 

Also well known are the navigational aids, communications, and airport re- 
quirements of these large aircraft. Airport standards developed by the Federal 
Aviation Agency for these new type transports will require longer and thicker 
runways, and increased paved areas to be constructed at many airline terminals, 
and greatly expanded auxiliary facilities will be necessary to accommodate the 
larger passenger, mail, and cargo loads these aircraft carry. This construction 
will continue over a long period of time due, for one reason, to the financial prob- 
lems most sponsors of Federal aid projects must solve. Mayor Hartsfield pointed 
to one cause of these problems this morning when he said (p. 3) : 


1Thirty States have adopted legislation requiring State approval of Federal-aid airport 
program projects, and 21 States have adopted legislation requiring Federal-aid airport 
funds to be channeled through their State aviation agencies, in accordance with provisions 
of the Federal Airport Act. : 

2In 1946, domestic scheduled air carrier passengers, 12 million; in 1958, domestic 
scheduled air carrier passengers, approximately 45 million ; approximately 1,500 SAC air- 
craft in active operation, about 2 percent of total civil aircraft. 
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“NASAO recommends the act be extended for a minimum period of 5 years and 
terably for 10 years, in the interest of orderly efficient, and economical airport 
development.” 
LOCAL SERVICE CARRIERS 


< 


The local service carriers are essential to our national air transport network. 
Particularly are they essential to the small cities and towns, the resort areas, 
and the communities that cannot expect to obtain direct trunkline scheduled air 


rvice. 

Bh 1957 there were 88,903 interline passengers fed by local service carriers to 
the trunks, according to a study by Ray & Ray, airline consultants. A total of 
$27,541,572 in passenger revenue was turned over to the trunks by local carriers. 
Hundreds of airports throughout the country must be modernized and kept safe 
if the local carriers are to continue their role in the nationwide system of air 
transportation. 

The local carriers are now upgrading the service they provide millions of 
American citizens by the introduction of larger and faster aircraft, such as the 
Convair 340 and the Fairchild F-27. However, these aircraft, which are larger 
and faster than the DC-3, the mainstay of the local service carriers for the past 
decade, will, in many places, require improvements to and expansion of existing 
airports and terminal buildings, and associated subsidiary facilities, such as 
parking areas, connecting highways, entrance roads, and air approaches to the 
runways. 

The railroads are suspending passenger and mail service to many communities 
that have no other direct connections with regional or national transportation 
systems. As an example: From July 1, 1956, to December 31, 1958, 20 applications 
have been filed with the Minnesota Railroad and Warehouse Commission to dis- 
continue passenger and mixed trains to points in Minnesota. All of these applica- 
tions have been granted. Rail passengers in Minnesota have declined from 2,941,- 
043 in 1954, to 2,607,917 in 1957. As rail service is discontinued, the need for air 
transportation becomes increasingly necessary for the small city and isloated 
community.’ 

GENERAL AVIATION 


All business, commercial, and private flying, other than scheduled air carrier, 
is now normally referred to as general aviation. In these groups, we find ap- 
proximately 70,000, or about 98 percent of all nonmilitary aircraft. 

Where do they fly? Everywhere there is an airport or landing field. Unfor- 
tunately, this includes only about 40 percent of the incorporated cities and towns 
of the United States; and hundreds of National and State parks, resort areas, 
beaches, mines, oilfields, forests, and other places to which travel is necessary, 
eannot yet be reached directly by air due to lack of airports and flight strips. 

We have a long, long way to go in landing area development before the aircraft 
approaches its maximum utility. 

The introductory paragraph of the report “Modernizing the National System 
of Aviation Facilities,” submitted to the President by Mr. Edward P. Curtis 
in May 1957, states that “Of all elements in our national system of aviation 
facilities, airports have been the most neglected.” This report also points out 
that in 20 years, “the major portion of the overall demand for air traffic control 
will stem from the expected 400 percent increase in general aviation.” * 

The 72 air charter operators in Minnesota and hundreds like them in other 
States are regularly flying customers to air carrier airports to board the airline. 

The very fact that a small community has an adequate airport stimulates 
interest in air travel. The village of Grand Rapids, Minn., is a good example. 
They do not have airline service, but they have a charter operator and a small 
airport that was paved and lighted with help from the Federal-aid program. 
Every month the operator sells between 40 and 80 tickets on one or another of 
the airlines serving Minnesota. 

A recent survey shows that 49 percent of the adults of Minnesota have never 
been up in a plane. Only 28 percent have made plane trips in the past 4 years. 
_ vast potential for increased air travel cannot be tapped unless our airports 

eep pace. 





*Today there are 2,600 mail-carrying trains in contrast to 10,000 25 years ago—70 
percent of woe offices cannot be reached ey by train connections. 

*In 1946, 400,000 registered pilots ; 1958, 702,000 registered pilots, 75 percent increase ; 
over 70,000 civil aircraft in active operation. 
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The Federal Aviation Agency, which is now responsible for the development 
of aviation in the United States should demonstrate a far greater interest jn 
the economical, industrial, and social benefits that will result from a better 
national system of general aviation-type airports, than has its predecessor 
agencies. 

PRIVATELY OWNED AIRPORTS 


Federal, State, and local (public) funds expended on airport development 
provide only a skeleton network of airports needed to provide for a reasonable 
degree of continued growth in air commerce, and a reasonable military airbase 
auxiliary or reserve in the United States. 

It appears appropriate at this time to point out that of the approximate 
7,300 airports and landing fields in the continental United States as of March 
1957, 4,640—or 63.5 percent—were privately owned and operated without ex. 
pense to any governmental agency or cost to the American taxpayer. 

Without this large number of privately owner airports in the United States, 
the utility of the airplane would be extremely limited and aircraft ownership 
in metropolitan areas would be restricted. As an example, approximately 9 
percent of all civil aircraft owned by residents of the Washington, D.C., areg 
are permanently based on and operated from privately owned and operated 
airports. 

Three of the best located privately owned airports in this area have been 
converted to housing or industrial use during the past 5 years. An average of 
10 airports per State “die’’ for one reason of another each year—in some’ States, 
the number is considerably higher. Based on recent surveys, it appears that 
approximately 800 airports and landing fields may have been closed during 
1957-58. 

It is from the privately owned airport group that the loss ratio is highest. 
Public ownership is about the only way we can be assured that the most de 
sirable of these privately owned, close-in airports will not succumb to housing 
developments or industrial plants that can afford to pay more for the land than 
it can return as an airport. 

This transfer of airport ownership from private to public, and rehabilitation 
to accommodate the existing and anticipated traffic will require a continuing 
allotment of public funds. 


RELATIVELY FEW AIRPORTS RECEIVE FEDERAL AID 


The 1958 revision of the national airport plan, prepared by the CAA, indi- 
eates the development of new, or improvements to 2,708 existing airports and 
heliports within the continental United States is required if the future needs 
of civil aviation are to be met. However, the fiscal 1959 Federal-aid airport 
program includes only 341 airport projects within the continental United States. 
It is therefore obvious that relatively few airports are annually receiving 
Federal assistance under the Federal-aid airport program. 


SURVEYS DEVELOP COST DATA 


A national airport survey, jointly conducted by NASAO, the Airport Operators 
Council, and the American Association of Airport Executives, approximately 
a year ago, developed the fact that for the ensuing 4 years, airport develop- 
ment projects were planned at 1,079 locations, and that the total estimated cost 
of these projects amounted to $1,025,726,000. 

The Federal Aviation Agency has recently completed a national airport sur- 
vey, which indicated a need of $1,299,695,000 for airport development during 
the 4 calendar years 1959-62, which represents a 26-percent increase in the 
amount found to be needed a year ago. 

Mr. Quesada has stated that the estimates included in the FAA survey are 
inflated. Following is a statement by the director of the Michigan Depart- 
ment of Aeronautics which indicates the FAA survey figures are not inflated, 
and insofar as Michigan is concerned, they are far below the actual need: 

“General Quesada proposes a $200 million program over the next 4 years and 
represents it as being sufficient to meet the needs. Yet, the survey conducted 
by his own agency indicates that the national needs over the same period 
amount to $1,299 million. This would seem to indicate a $500 million Federal 
program. 

“In addition, the figures quoted in the Federal Aviation Agency’s study 
for the State of Michigan do not coincide with the results of our own study. 
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The FAA figures indicate that Michigan has a need of $26 million for improve- 
ments during the forthcoming 4-year period, and our study indicates that there 
isa need for $64 million in improvements.” 

Recent spot checks by AOC and NASAO members of airports included ‘in 
the survey they made a year ago, indicate the estimates at that time were 
conservative. 

The use of general aviation aircraft for industrial and agricultural pur- 
poses is rapidly increasing, and the introduction of jet-powered aircraft for 
poth scheduled airline and general aviation use will occur sooner than many 
communities anticipated a year ago, and the landing area and runway lengths 
required for safe jet operations are exceeding original estimates. 

The NASAO-AOC-AAAE survey also developed the fact that in addition to 
the $1,025 million that was needed for the completion of facilities eligible 
for inclusion in Federal-aid airport projects, $166,845,000 was urgently needed 
for hangar construction and other items of airport development which are 
not presently eligible for Federal aid, and which must be provided by the 
States and their political subdivisions, or from private capital. 

Again, I wish to point out that the Federal Government participates in a 
relatively small portion of the total airport development in the United States. 


STATE PARTICIPATION IN AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 


The States contribute financially to the cost of airport development. The 
national survey, conducted by NASAO, AOC, and AAAB, to which I previously 
referred, developed the information that in addition to city and county funds, 
a total of $68 million State and Territory funds were, or were expected to be, 
available for airport construction during the following 4 years—and it is my 
considered opinion that the States and Territories will increase this amount 
if and when the Federal-aid airport program is extended and they can plan, 
with certainty, on specific amounts of matching Federal funds being made 
available annually for a definite period of time. 

In July 1958, the 85th Congress passed, and sent to the White House, S. 3502, 
a bill to extend the Federal-aid airport program for 4 years, and authorizing 
annual obligations of Federal funds in the amount of $100 million for airport 
development. 

It is very unfortunate that this bill did not receive White House approval, 
for it has placed many State governments in a very difficult position. Forty-four 
State legislatures are now in session, or will be within the next few weeks. Most 
of them will not convene again for another 2 years. They are now faced with 
the problem of acting on State airport programs and appropriations without 
knowing the amount of Federal funds, if any, that will be available for carry- 
ing out the national airport program on a partnership basis after June 30. 

If legislation to extend the Federal Airport Act is speedily adopted, it will 
permit at least some of the State legislatures to more effectively and efficiently 
plan and finance their State airport programs for the ensuing 2 years. For 
this reason in particular, NASAO urges favorable and prompt action on a bill 
to extend the expiration date of the act. 


PRESENT FAAP AUTHORIZATIONS INSUFFICIENT 


During the spring of 1958, following announcement of the 1959 Federal-aid 
airport program by CAA, and during the period hearings were being held on 
§, 3502, several State departments of aeronautics indicated—the need for legis- 
lation of the type then being considered and the beneficial effect it would have 
on the development of airports—the number of projects that would have been 
included in the Federal-aid airport program this fiscal year (1959), had suf- 
ficient funds been available—and the amount of money needed to initiate these 
projects in their respective States. Following are excerpts from some of these 
State reports : 

“Arizona.—Fifteen airport projects, requiring $3,066,203 Federal funds were 
submitted to CAA for inclusion in the 1959 Federal-aid airport program—only 
eight were approved by CAA, for approximately $1 million. (Therefore, seven 
projects, requiring approximately $2,066,000 Federal funds could be initiated 
within the next few months, if Federal funds were made available, and the 
CAA reopened the fiscal 1959 program fer reapplications. ) 

“Cities omitted from the program in this State are badly in need of airports. 
** * Distances to trade centers by automobile require full day travel because 











258 FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS, 1959 


of mountainous terrain—aircraft can make same trip in 1 or 2 hours. Extensive 
exploration of development of mineral and oil deposits now requiring develop. 
ment of airports in northeastern section of State. 

“Louisiana.—Nineteen hundred and fifty-nine FAAP allocations approxi- 
mately $2 million below amounts required. 

“Tennessee.—Twenty-six applications submitted for 1959 funds * * * 10 re. 
ceived CAA allocations. Need $4,300,000 additional Federal funds to match 
available local funds. 

“Wyoming.—Eleven projects submitted fom fiscal 1959—tentative allocations 
made for 9. 

“Additional FAAP funds would encourage additional State appropriations 
and individual cities to budget additional funds for airport development. Hx. 
panded airport program would have considerable economic effect throughout 
State. 

“Mississippi._S. 3502 would have permitted activation of 3 additional projects, 

“Vermont.—Approximately $1,100,000 Federal funds needed during next 4 
years—no major airport work would be accomplished without benefit of Federa} 
participation. 

“Missouri.—A special authorization of $75 million highly desirable—would 
expedite work at Kansas City and St. Louis, where cities are trying hard to get 
airports ready for jet transport service * * * estimate additional $2 million 
could be utilized in Missouri this year. 

“Wisconsin.—Six 1959 project applications, requiring $450,800 not approved 
by CAA, due to lack of funds * * *. Every airport will permanently benefit the 
future economy of the area in which located. 

“Airport planning and engineering surveys are expensive, and expenditure of 
sunds for these items cannot be justified until availability of construction funds 
has been assured. 

“Maryland.—Four airports in Maryland can use approximately $2,500,000, 
which does not include Friendship * * * secondary airports badly needed in 
Washington-Baltimore area. 

“South Carolina.—Under 8S. 3502, 6 projects could be initiated in fiscal 1959, 
utilizing $485,000 Federal funds * * * proposed fiscal 1960-62 program: 31 
projects, $2,400,000 Federal funds. 

“New York.—Twenty-six airports in New York State have indicated a need 
for airport development during next 4-year period—estimated cost is $135,- 
378,000. 

“Tllinois.—Like proposed $75 million special appropriations * * * 38 projects 
requiring $7,765,000 Federal funds requested for 1959 FAAP program—CAA 
allocated $3,586,000 for 19 projects * * *. Airport development in State can 
be increased 100 percent with additional funds. 

“Massachusetts.—Submitted 24 project applications involving $4,594,000 Fed- 
eral funds for fiscal 1959—-CAA approved 11 project applications and $1,710,000 
allocations, leaving deficit of $2,883,000. 

“Estimate 40 percent total cost of airport construction goes directly into 
labor. Also indirect benefits to labor because people have to be paid for making 
the materials and supplies that go into airport construction.” 


SEAL COATING AND JOINT REFILLING 


The problem of economically maintaining both bituminous and concrete type 
runway, taxiway, and ramp pavements, particularly in sparsely populated com- 
munities that provide and maintain large size airports, has been of particular 
concern to many NASAO members for the past 10 years. The provisions of 
section 4 of H.R. 1011, and section 6 of S. 1, would materially aid in solving 
this problem. 

Section 2(a) (3) (A) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended, defines “airport 
development” as— 

“Any work involved in constructing, improving, or repairing a public airport 
or portion thereof, including the construction, alteration, and repair of airport 
passenger or freight terminal buildings and other airport administrative build- 
ings, and the removal, lowering, relocation, and marking and lighting, of air- 
port hazards.” 

H.R. 1011 and S. 1 would amend the above definition of the term “airport 
development” by adding at the end of section 2(a) (3) the following additional 
clause : 
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“The periodic seal coating of flexible airport pavements and the filling of 
joints in rigid airport pavements at airports at which air traffic is not sufficient 
to meet the criteria of the Administrator for the location of an airport traffic 
control tower operated by the Federal Aviation Agency.” 

NASAO strongly recommends the adoption of legislation similar to the above 
for the following reasons. 


OAA frequently changed policy and regulations re seal coating 


Even the Federal agency heads, the attorneys, and technical experts, responsi- 
ble for the administration of the Federal Airport Act, have been unable to 
determine or agree on the legislative intent with respect to these items of 
work—seal coating and joint refilling—under the Federal Airport Act. 

In 1955, the Legislative Reference Section of the Library of Congress, after 
reviewing section 2(a) (3) of the Federal Airport Act, stated “We have searched 
the legislative record on this section. In doing so, we found no discussion that 
would be of assistance in establishing the intent behind it * * *. The terms 
‘maintenance’ and ‘repair,’ we have found, are not clear cut legal concepts. 
The several cases cited in ‘Words and Phrases’ attempting to distinguish be- 
tween them are in conflict.” 

The views of the engineers in the Office of Airports, Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministration, as to whether resealing is “maintenance” or “repair” or “recon- 
struction,” have changed from time to time, and with these changes, there have 
been corresponding changes in the administrative determinations of the CAA 
on this question. 

When the Federal-aid airport program was initiated in 1947, the CAA had 
no regulation on this subject, and each case was decided on its own merits, by 
field personnel. In 1950, the CAA classified seal coating and joint refilling as 
“replacement, repair, and improvement.” Then, in 1953, the CAA changed its 
approach, revising its former policy by determining “resealing” projects to be 
ineligible for inclusion in the Federal-aid airport program. 

In 1955, the problem of resealing was again discussed and reviewed by CAA 
airport officials, airport and industry representatives, and a new set of regu- 
lations was adopted and issued by CAA on October 1, 1955. 

This history demonstrates the fact that it is difficult to formulate a specific 
standard under which the resealing of bituminous pavements and the refilling 
of joints in rigid pavements can be uniformly classed as maintenance on the one 
hand, or as replacement, repair, or improvement, on the other. Engineering 
opinion on this subject differs, and generally, either administrative determina- 
tion can be given such reasonable basis of support as will satisfy the legal 
requirements. 

It is recognized, however, that resealing and refilling of joints are major 
items of repair work and are considerably more costly than most, if not all, 
other types of maintenance or repair work normally required for airports. They 
are not items of work for which frequent and regular provision is generally 
made; in fact, the average resealing of bituminous or flexible-type airport pave- 
ments is only necessary about every 4 or 5 years. However, unless runways of 
this type are resurfaced periodically, deterioration results to such an extent 
that reconstruction or other major repair becomes necessary. 


Resealing major expense for small towns 


Many small communities are now required to maintain airports with runways 
of 5,000 to 6,000 feet in length, in order to accommodate the type of aircraft 
utilizing the airport. For example, in Wyoming, there are 13 towns with 
authorized scheduled air carrier service, the largest of which has a population 
of approximately 32,000, and 10 of which have a population of 11,000 or less; 
6 have a population of less than 2,500; and 2 have populations of 658 and 530. 

The seal coating and resurfacing cost of an average length runway may be 
$10,000 to $20,000. This is a very large item in the budget of a town with a 
population of several hundred, or even several thousand; in fact, it may be 
the largest item in the annual operating budget of a small community. 

Following is a report received last winter from a State director of aeronau- 
ties, which illustrates the small city problem. 

“We have a city with a 5,300-foot runway, which should have been given a 
seal coat 2 years ago. A project was submitted under the Federal-aid airport 
program and denied. The city (7,000 population) was unable to bear the total 
cost. The CAA district airport engineer and I inspected the pavement last week 
and found complete failure of the base and the surface in sections of the run- 
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way. CAA is now highly alarmed and insists something must be done singe 
complete base failure will probably take place by next spring. CAA has asked 
the city to reconstruct the base and pavement at their own expense, since it js 
now impossible to get a FAAP project documented and processed in time to 
save the pavement until spring. 

“A Federal-aid project has been submitted which will involve putting on q 1. 
to 2-inch mat at a cost of $100,000 plus. Here is a case where the cost coulq 
have been reduced sharply if the pavement had been resealed 2 years ago. Ip 
the meantime, during the winter the safety of scheduled air carrier operations 
will be involved, and a possibility that the carrier will have to suspend opera. 
tions pending reconstruction of the runway sometime next year.” 

For reasons such as those outlined above, NASAO is of the opinion that legis. 
lation is necessary in order to clarify the intent of Congress with respect to the 
eligibility for inclusion in Federal-aid projects of periodic seal coating of flexible 
airport pavements, and the refilling of joints in rigid airport pavements. 


ADMINISTRATION OF PROGRAM 


Representatives of the Federal Aviation Agency have advocated amendments 
which would, in their opinion, “streamline and modernize” the Federal Airport 
Act. 

One of these proposed amendments would increase the discretionary funds of 
the Administrator from 25 to 50 percent. 

In the opinion of NASAO members, this would be a decidedly backward 
instead of a forward step. Abolishing the discretionary fund entirely and 
apportioning all the Federal funds among the various States by presently estab- 
lished area-population formula would be a step toward modernizing and stream- 
lining the program, and eliminate much redtape, loss of time, and Federal 
administrative expense—and would be consistent with the President’s repeated 
recommendations that the States assume a greater responsibility for programs 
of this type. 

Unallocated balances of State-apportioned funds accumulate in some States 
from time to time, but this is to be expected in a program that has been gub- 
jected to as many slowdowns—complete stops, changes in policies, procedures 
and regulations—and lack of Federal interest and leadership, as has the Fed- 
eral-aid airport program. 

Raising State and local funds needed to match the Federal contribution in 
Federal-aid airport projects is a difficult and time-consuming matter, but is 
often unnecessarily difficult and time consuming due to the manner in which the 
Federal program has been adininistered. 

In summation, I would like to present for the committee’s information and 
consideration, the following resolution which was formally adopted by the 
NASAO on February 24, 1958, and reaffirmed on February 5, 1959: 

“Whereas, the Federal-aid airport program expires June 30, 1959; and 

“Whereas a continued program for the modernization and expansion of the 
civil airport system of this country is essential to keep pace with dynamic 
developments in the design and operation of aircraft, the increased volume of 
air traffic, and planned improvements in air navigation facilities and airways 
traffic control ; and 

“Whereas a long-range, well-planned airport development program, like the 
highway program, contributes both directly and indirectly to the communica- 
tions and transportation facilities of the Nation, the economic and cultural wel- 
fare and the national defense; and 

“Whereas the Federal-aid airport program as authorized by Congress benefits 
the Nation as a whole and is not limited to any particular community or State, 
or to any type or class of public airport, thereby benefiting all types of aircraft 
operators or users, and all citizens of the United States ; and 

“Whereas Federal aid for airports should be continued so long as Federal aid 
is provided for other forms of transportation, such as highways and waterways; 
and 

“Whereas a national airport survey conducted jointly by NASAO, the Airport 
Operators Council, and the American Association of Airport Executives, during 
November and December 1957, disclosed— 

“(1) A need in excess of $1,066,900,000 for airport development and im- 
provements during the following 4 years ; 

“(2) The anticipated availability of approximately $521 million local 
funds and $68,513,000 State funds, for airport development during this 
period ; leaving a deficit of $477,285,000 ; and 
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“Whereas the optimum utility of all aircraft and the benefits all citizens of 
the United States derive from air transportation are directly dependent on the 
pumber of communities having adequate airport facilities ; and 

“Whereas the site selection, planning, design, financing, and construction of 
jndividual airports normally extend over a period of 2 to 5 years, and the plan- 
ning and development of a statewide and national system of airports is, and will 
pe for the foreseeable future, a continuing and lengthy process; and 

“Whereas it would be pat to conserve valuable time and save considerable 
public funds if the developers of airports which are in the national interest 
could proceed with the knowledge that the Federal aid airport program would be 
eontinued over a reasonable period of time: Now, therefore— 

“The National Association of State Aviation Officials respectfully requests and 
urges the Congress of the United States and the President— 


“(1) To approve legislation extending the Federal aid airport program 
to June 30, 1969, a period of 10 years; and 


“(2) To authorize the expenditure of at least $100 million during each 


year of the program to efficiently and effectively carry forward this im- 
portant development.” 


Again, I wish to thank you for the privilege of presenting the views of the 
National Association of State Aviation Officials regarding this important legis- 
lation. 

Mr. McMoutten. There are 41 States that are members of the 
NASAO, and these State aviation agencies establish and enforce 
safety regulations pertaining to airmen, airports, and aircraft, and 
are generally responsible for fostering the development and admin- 
istration of aviation in their respective States. 

Now, as public servants, the members of the NASAO, in coopera- 
tion with officials of the Federal agencies responsible for aviation de- 
velopment and regulation, must consider the needs of all the various 
components of aviation, and then continuously assess the public bene- 
fit and interest in the various services they offer. 

And we approach all problems such as this airport development 
program [ think in an objective manner. 

Now, I will not comment on the need for airports for the inter- 

national and continental air ‘arriers, and the local carriers, because 
the representatives of those segments of the industry have, or will sub- 
mit, I am certain, sufficient and pertinent information. 

I would like, however, to speak very briefly on the subject of gen- 
eral aviation because that is the segment of the industry that we fear 
the Federal Aviation Agency may neglect i in its future planning, par- 
ticularly in respect to airports. 

There are 70,000 aircraft in the general aviation fleet which consists 
of 98 percent of all nonmilitary aircraft. Now, where do these air- 

lanes fly? Everywhere there is an airport or landing field. But un- 
ortunately, this includes only 40 percent of the incorporated cee 
and towns in the United States, and hundreds of national parks, Na- 
tional and State parks, resort areas, beaches, mines, oil fields, forests, 
and other places to which travel is necessary cannot be reached di- 
rectly by air due to lack of airports or flight strips. 

Now I want to comment very briefly on what happens at the small 
general aviation airports and what the activities that take place there 
mean to the trunkline air carriers, and to the local carriers as well. 

[have a statement here from the director of aeronautics in the State 
of Minnesota. He says that 72 air charter operators in Minnesota, 
and hundreds like them in other States, are regularly flying customers 
to air carrier airports to board the airlines. 

The very fact that a small community has an adequate airport stimu- 
lates interest in air travel. The village of Grand Rapids, Minn., is a 
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good example. They do not have airline service, but they have 
charter operator and a small airport that was paved and lighted with 
help from the Federal aid program. 

Every month the operator sells between 40 and 80 tickets on one or 
another of the airlines serving Minnesota. 

To me that is a very important matter that should be taken care. 
fully into consideration by any person who is responsible for Federal] 
aid airport programs. 

Here is a community without any airline service that is producing 
an average of one to three passengers a day. 

Now, to put that into proper perspective, you should remember that 
the Civil Aeronautics Board only requires a minimum of five passen- 
gers a day to justify regular whet air service. 

Now that leads directly into a statement that Mr. Quesada made 
in his statement of yesterday when he said: 

In all this discussion of metropolitan areas I do not mean to imply we have 
forgotten the small community. In fact, I have some figures here which you 
may find a little surprising in this connection— 
and they were really surprising to me but not in the manner in which 
I think he expected them to be. 

He said: 

Under present criteria any airport used by 10 or more aircraft is eligible for 
Federal aid. In fact, Federal funds have gone into airports serving one aircraft. 

Mr. Chairman, I maintain that is an impossible condition or situa- 
tion. Any airport serves every airplane in the United States. That 
is the size and type of aircraft that can use that size airport. As an 
example of the public interest in these small airports, and the national 
interest, I should like to include in the record a statement made by the 
director of aeronautics for the State of Mississippi in 1955 when we 
were discussing thissame subject. He said: 

The city of McComb, Miss., could not qualify for Federal aid under present 
CAA criteria. Since the airport was developed with $230,000 Federal funds, 
three jet fighters have made emergency landings here. The cost of these fighters 
would exceed all airport funds, Federal funds, expended to date in the entire 
State of Mississippi. Under present criteria McComb would not be considered 
an airport in the nationalinterest. Still it proved to be a pretty good investment 
for the Federal Government. 

I was State director of aeronautics in the State of Florida for 4 
years back in the 1930’s and I experienced the same situation on a 
number of occasions when military aircraft made oun ager ning 
on small emergency landing strips, where otherwise the pilots would 
have had to bail out; these were airports that did not serve one air- 
plane, as the Administrator has stated. These were emergency stri 
on which there were no permanent based aircraft, yet they certainly 
were in the Federal interest on those particular occasions. 

The Administrator went on to say that Federal funds in 5 cases 
have gone to communities with less than 1,000 inhabitants. My com- 
ment to that would be, “So what?” In Wyoming there are two towns 
certificated by the CAB for regular scheduled air carrier service, one 
of which has 530 inhabitants and the other one about 650. Now, those 
communities generate sufficient traffic in the opinion of CAB to be 
authorized to receive scheduled air carrier service. Yet the Adminis- 
trator of the FAA, who is responsible for the airport planning and 
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development of the United States, insinuates by his statement—at 
least, that is the way it seems to me—that a community with less than 
1,000 inhabitants should not be eligible for Federal aid or inclusion in 
the Federal aid airport program. 

I would like to comment on a statement that was made earlier here 
today about the lack of private capital and private investment in air- 
ports. I would like to point out at this point that of the approxi- 
mately 7,300 airports and landing fields in the continental United 
States as of March 1957, 4,600 or 63 percent were privately owned 
and operated without expense to any Government agency or cost to 
the American taxpayer. We are losing airports rapidly, on an aver- 
age of approximately 10 per State per year. And it is from this pri- 
vately owned group that the loss ratio is highest. Public ownership 
js about the only way we can be assured that the most desirable of 
these privately owned close-in airports will not succumb to housing 
developments or industrial plants that can afford to pay more for 
the land than it can return as an airport. This transfer of airport 
ownership from private to public and rehabilitation to accommodate 
the existing and anticipated traffic will require a continuing allotment 
of public funds. 

Now, just a word about the FAA survey which the Administrator 
of the Federal Aviation Agency, Mr. Quesada, stated included rather 
inflated figures. 

I just received a communication from the State director of aero- 
nautics of Michigan in which he says: 

The figures quoted in the FAA study for the State of Michigan do not coincide 
with the results of our own study. The FAA figures indicate that Michigan has 
a need of $26 million for improvements during the forthcoming 4-year period. 
Our study indicates that there is a need for $64 million in improvements. This 
is 2% times the amount that the FAA survey indicates. 

Ihave similar reports from other States. 

Mr. Dinceiu. Can you explain that discrepancy in the figures? 

Mr. McMutten. No, sir, I cannot, unless there are two or three 
large projects which have originated or come to a head since the FAA 
survey was completed. 

Mr. Dinceiy. Can you give me the date of this survey by the Mich- 
igan Aeronautics Authority and by the FAA, comparative dates? 

Mr. McMctten. Well, I would assume that the Michigan survey by 
the Michigan Department of Aeronautics was current, since the Ist 
of January, and I am sure the FAA survey was conducted sometime 
lastyear. Iam notsure of the date. 

Mr. Dixcett. Would you say that is a current study or it is now 
obsolete ? 

Mr. McMutten. Which one, the FAA ? 

Mr. Dineen. FAA. 

Mr. McMutten. Well, I would say it was an acceptable survey 
because the results are so close to the results of the survey that the 
three associations, NASAO, AAAE, and AOC made a year ago. The 
FAA survey indicates a need for 25 percent more total funds than the 
survey a year ago, and from the State Directors of Aeronautics whom 
Ihave talked with directly in the last several months, that seems to be 
a general trend throughout the United States. 

I have included in my statement reports from a number of States 
which were submitted a little less than a year ago after the CAA 
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announced the amount of funds that would be available to each State 
and each project from the fiscal 1959 program, and I will just cite two 
or three of them which indicate or answer the questions that were 
asked here several times by various members of the committee as to 
the need and how much money could be utilized in the various States 
if it was available. 

Arizona reported that they had submitted 15 airport projec ts requir- 
ing a little over $3 million Federal funds for this year’s program, 
The CAA only approved 8 of the 15 projects and obligated $1 million, 
or one-third of the amount of money that Arizona requested, that they 
had project applications for. 

In Illinois they submitted 36 projects requiring over $7 million 
Federal funds. The CAA allocated approximately $3.5 million for 
19 projects, exactly half the number of projects and half the money 
that was applied for. In Massachusetts there were 24 project appli- 
cations involving $4.5 million. The CAA approved 11, less than half 
the projects, for $1.7 million funds, less than half the funds requested, 

I have submitted figures for 12 or 13 States which run along the 
same way. 

Now, I have submitted in my prepared statement considerable 
information as to need for the section of the bill which provides or 
which would make seal coating and joint refilling an eligible item in 
Federal-aid projects and we strongly recommend the adoption of 
that part of the bill. 

There is one other statement that the Administrator of the FAA 
made that I would like to refer to briefly. He said that for the fiscal 
year 1960 the Federal Government has requested $527 million for air 
safety regulation and for the necessary operation, expansion, and 
improvement of our air traffic control system. I think to make the 
record clear he should have stated that the military aircraft impose 
44 percent of the air traffic control and communications problems or 
workload on the communications and air navigation system. And 
that should be taken into consideration when you talk about how much 
money is spent for civil aviation. 

The Administrator went on to say that this amount, the amount 
being made available for navigational aids and air tr affic control, rep- 
resents a very sizable operation and financial contribution to aviation 
for which State and local governments cannot assure any share of the 
responsibility. 

I would like to point out that the Administrator is slightly misin- 
formed because the State of Minnesota alone has purchased and 
installed and is operating in conjunction with local communities seven 
visual omniranges whereas the Federal Government only operates 
seven, and that the State plans to put in six more, which is the same 
amount the Federal Government expects to install in their overall pro- 
gram. Other States install and operate radio aid and rotating light 
beacons. 

Mr. Chairman, those are the principal points that I want to discuss. 
We sincerely appreciate the opportunity of submitting our views and 
with the inclusion of the full statement, I will not take up any more of 
your time. 

Thank you very much. 
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The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. McMullen. We appre- 
ciate having your statement. 


I will now recognize our colleague from Alaska, Mr. Rivers, who 
has a statement w hich expresses his interest. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RALPH J. RIVERS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALASKA 


Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, for the record I am Ralph J. Rivers, 
Member of Congress from Alaska. I appear in support of H.R. 1011 
and companion bills because the extending of the power to make 
grants for airports is extremely important to my State. In the inter- 
est of saving the time of the committee, I don’t care to testify at length 
before the committee, but I ask leave to file tomorrow a typewritten 
presentation to be ine lude d in the record. 

The CHarrmMan. Our colleague, we are very glad to welcome you to 
this committee. I believe it is the first time that a voting Member of 
Congress has appe: ared before this committee from Alaska. 

Mr. tivers. That is correct, Mr. Chairman, and I acknowledge the 
honor of being here in that capacity. Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you for being with us, and you may file your 
statement and it will go in the record. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF RALPH J. RIVERS RE FEDERAL AtrRport AcT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I very much appreciate the 
opportunity of testifying before this committee in behalf of my State of Alaska. 

I wish to say at the outset that I speak in support of H.R. 1011 introduced by 
Mr. Harris, which would continue Alaska under the Federal airport program in 
the same manner as in the past, in connection with which Alaska would receive 
a specific percentage of the separate funds made available for noncontiguous 
areas under section 5(b) of the act, and with a maximum Federal contribution 
of 75 percent. For reasons which appear later herein, I do not support H.R. 
3267 introduced by Mr. Bennett. 

Before proceeding further, I wish to say that the program which has been 
ineffect has been of great assistance to the transportation system of Alaska about 
which I wish to speak. Since 1954 there has been no passenger maritime service 
to Alaska by American carriers. In this great area, one-fifth the size of the 
other 48 States, we have only about 4,000 miles of highways of all classes. There- 
fore, Alaskans are uniquely dependent upon aircraft for transportation from 
point to point. The bill now being heard, H.R. 1011, would authorize the appro- 
priation of $5 million each year for Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin 
Islands, and 45 percent of that annual amount, or $2,250,000 a year, would be 
available for Alaska, making a total for the 5-year period of $11,250,000. This 
total amount of money it is estimated would be less than one-third of the amount 
required in the long run to produce a well-rounded airport program in Alaska. 
However, Alaskans are willing to go ahead one step at a time during the next 
) years upon the basis set forth in the program now under consideration. 
Progress made in the past under the Federal airport program is shown by the 
following figures : The Division of Airports, Department of Aviation, Alaska, has 
sponsored 91 percent of the projects brought into being under the Federal airport 
program in Alaska, and the remaining funds have been allocated to the cities of 
Anchorage, Juneau, Sitka, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Thirty-eight 
projects have been physically and financially completed ; 12 are physica ly com- 
pleted by refinancing payments from the Federal Government: 19 are now under 
costruction and should be completed by October of this year, and 14 are pro- 
gramed for construction shortly after July 1, 1959. Funds advanced for the pro- 
fram by Alaska for matching purposes are advanced from aviation motor fuels 
taxed in Alaska at the rate of 3 cents a gallon. In the report covering the period 
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January 1, 1957, through December 31, 1958, the Alaska Department of Aviation 
states that the present level of income in all likelihood will increase to some 
extent with increased traffic. One of the sources for an increase of revenue wij] 
be the gasoline taxes collected from the international carriers which are using 
the Polar Route. At the present time there are three airlines flying a tota] 
of five round trips a week through Alaska over this route with other carriers 
expected to come in soon. 

As the greatest underdeveloped area under the American flag whose people 
are in the process of meeting the extra financial demands of newly acquired 
statehood, it is easily understandable that Alaskans would much appreciate 
being kept under the category of noncontiguous areas for the purpose of this 
program as provided in H.R. 1011 because they can see their way clear to pro- 
duce the 25 percent of matching funds to obtain the 75 percent available from 
the Federal Government, but could not get very far under Mr. Bennett’s bil) 
H.R. 3267 on a 50-50 matching basis. 

Continuation of the present formula has been recommended by both Senator 
Bartlett and Senator Gruening of Alaska, who, in testifying in favor of §, 1 
have so stated. I wish to note that S. 1, which has passed the Senate, is the 
same as H.R. 1011 which I am supporting. The Senate Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, in favorably reporting S. 1, sums up the reasons for 
continuing the above referenced special treatment for Alaska as follows: 

“Continuation of the present formula was recommended to the committee by 
both Senators from Alaska. While it results in a smaller total allocation of 
Federal funds than would be available under the State allocation formula, it 
insures the maximum airport development with the very limited amount of funds 
which Alaska will have available for such purposes during the period covered 
by this bill. 

“The continuation of a program of special treatment for Alaska is justified by 
consideration of the uniquely vital role which aviation plays in that State. 
Practically speaking, aviation is the only means of passenger transport to and 
from Alaska and within the State—except for the Anchorage-Fairbanks railroad 
line and a highway system still in its infancy—it is the only form of transport. 
Furthermore, from a military standpoint, it is of obvious importance that we 
make a maximum effort toward maintaining and improving landing fields, civil 
as well as military, in this area closest to the Soviet Union. The importance of 
aviation to the postal needs of Alaska has already been noted and, as a final 
justification for the philosophy of higher Federal participation in Alaskan air- 
port development, it is to be remembered that over 99 percent of landownership 
in that State is in the Federal Government.” 

Because of Alaska’s highly strategic value from the standpoint of national 
defense and the desire of the Federal Government to see Alaska grow into a 
strong buffer State, it is certainly sound policy from the standpoint of all con- 
cerned to carry through for the next 5 years with the program which is provided 
for Alaska in H.R. 1011. 


The CHatrman. Mr. J. D. Durand. 


STATEMENT OF J. D. DURAND, SECRETARY AND ASSISTANT GEN- 
ERAL COUNSEL, AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, 
WASHINGTON, D.C., ACCOMPANIED BY RALPH E. RECHEL, TRANS- 
‘PORTATION ECONOMIST, AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION, WASH- 
INGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Duranp. Mr. Chairman, I have with me Ralph Rechel of our 
Research Division. I would like to have him come cee with me, 
if I may. 

The CuHatrMan. We will be glad to have you. 

Mr. Duranp. Mr. Chairman, my name is J. D. Durand. I am see- 
retary and assistant general counsel, Air Transport Association of 
America, which is composed of substantially all the certificated, sched- 
uled airlines of the United States. 
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I gather, Mr. Chairman, that it would find favor with you and the 
committee if instead of reading my written statement I summarized 
the high points of it and ask you to include the entire statement in the 
record. 

The Cuarrman. Your statement will be included in the record. 

(The prepared statement referred to is as follows:) 


TesTIMONY OF J. D. DURAND, SECRETARY AND ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL OF 
AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 


My name is J. D. Durand. I am seeretary and assistant general counsel of the 
Air Transport Association of America, which is composed of substantially all the 
certificated, scheduled airlines of the United States. I wish to thank the com- 
mittee for this opportunity to testify, on behalf of our membership, on these 
important bills. 

The bills dealing with the future of the Federal Aid Airport program, pres- 
ently pending before this committee, can be divided into three categories. The 
first consists of H.R. 1011, H.R. 1056, H.R. 2507, H.R. 3378, and H.R. 4024. This 
group of bills would extend the act through the fiscal year 1963 and would 
authorize the commitment of Federal funds up to an amount of $100 million for 
each of the fiscal years 1959 through 1963. Taking into account the fact that 
the Federal Airport Act now authorizes the commitment of $63 million in 1959, 
the additional $37 million which would be authorized for 1959 by this group of 
pills, plus the $100 million authorized for each of the remaining fiscal years, 
would result in additional authorized Federal commitments for the total period 
of $437 million. 

The second category of bills is composed of H.R. 1787, H.R. 2911 and 8. 1, 
the latter bill having passed the Senate. This category of bills also would 
authorize commitments of Federal funds up to a level of $100 million for each 
of the fiscal years involved. The two House bills cover the fiscal years 1960 
through 1964. S. 1 covers the fiscal years 1960 through 1963. Each of these 
three bills provides an emergency discretionary fund, to be committed for air- 
port development as decided by the Administrator of FAA, without regard to 
the statutory apportionment formula, and available during the fiscal years 
covered in the bills. The emergency fund in S. 1 is $65 million, and the total 
additional funds which would be authorized to be committed under that bill is 
$465 million. The discretionary fund in H.R. 1787 and H.R. 2911 is $75 million 
and since these two bills cover 5 fiscal years (1960 through 1964) the total addi- 
tional funds which would be authorized to be committed by them would be $575 
million. 

All of the bills in categories one and two would restrict Federal assistance 
to terminal buildings to those areas essential to the welfare and safety of the 
public using the airports. Certain portions of the terminal building such as 
those used for bars, lounges, clubs and commercial offices, would be specifically 
disqualified from receiving Federal funds. 

H.R. 3267 is itself the third category of the bills now before the committee. 
This bill would authorize the commitment of $200 million of Federal funds during 
the fiscal years 1960 through 1963, in the amounts of $65 million in 1960, $55 
million in 1961, $45 million in 1962, and $35 million in 1963. It contains no 
emergency discretionary fund, and it would disqualify from eligibility for 
Federal assistance all parts of the terminal building except that required to 
house air traffic control activities, and weather reporting and communications 
activities related to air traffic control. 

Generally speaking the Air Transport Association supports the bills in 
categories 1 and 2. We are opposed to the philosophy of withdrawal or termina- 
tion embodied in H.R. 3267, the third category. 

The bills in categories 1 and 2 are, as I have stated, substantially similar. 
The principal difference is that H.R. 1787, H.R. 2911, and S. 1 contain an 
emergency discretionary fund. We believe that this provision is a desirable 
one since it provides more flexibility than the five bills in the first category. It 
would place the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency, who has the 
sole authority to decide if and how the emergency discretionary fund will be 
used, in a better position to take care of emergency airport situations. 

In July of 1958 the Air Transport Association, speaking through Mr. 8S. G. 
Tipton, its president, appeared before this committee in support of S. 3502, 
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85th Congress, 2d session. In view of the similarity of S. 3502 to the pending 
bills in the first two categories, that testimony is equally pertinent to them. A 
on 


brief reference to the salient points of our testimony on 8S. 3502 is therefore 
appropriate. 


THE STATES AND LOCAL COMMUNITIES NEED FEDERAL ASSISTANCE IN PROVIDING 4 
SYSTEM OF NATIONAL AIRPORTS 


First, we invited the committee’s attention to the fact that, as determined in 
1954 by the airport panel of the Transportation Council of the Department of 
Commerce, the number and functional adequacy of present civil airport 
facilities do not meet the present and future needs of civil aviation 
consistent with the requirements of the national interest and security; that 
States, municipalities, and other local political units alone are unable to carry 
the entire capital investment burden of providing an adequate system of national 
airports; and that the Federal Government should participate financially with 
State and local governments in the construction and development of civil 
airports to the extent that these airports serve the national interest. Sub- 
stantiation for that finding is found in the National Airport Survey conducted 
jointly by the Airport Operators Council, the American Association of Airport 
Executives, and the National Association of State Aviation Officials, published 
in 1958, which disclosed that approximately $1,066 million is needed for airport 
development during the 4 fiscal years ending June 30, 1962, of which funds 
available and anticipated from local and State sources will amount to approxi- 
mately $589 million, leaving some $477 million to be supplied by the Federal 
Government. These figures are regarded as very conservative because they 
eover only 1,254, or 48 percent, of the approximately 2,800 publicly owned 
airports. Furthermore, the period covered extended only through June 30, 
1962—a date which is just around the corner so far as planning for large facilities 
like airports is concerned. Therefore, for the longer period covered, the amounts 
authorized to be obligated by bills in categories 1 and 2 are well supported 
by the facts. 


THE TREMENDOUS GROWTH OF AIR TRANSPORTATION WILL REQUIRE A CORRESPONDING 
DEVELOPMENT IN AIRPORTS 


Secondly, in our testimony on S. 3502 we pointed out that the need for future 
civil airport development must be viewed against the background of the tre- 
mendous and continuing growth in air transportation. We pointed out that 
during the 10 years from 1947 to 1957 airline passengers increased in number 
from 12.5 million to 44.4 million, and that, according to forecasts made by the 
CAA, 66 million passengers will be carried by 1960, 98 million by 1965, and 
118 million by 1970. Air cargo increased in volume 4 times during the period 
1946 to 1957, totaling 261 million ton-miles in the latter year: and the CAA 
forecasts that air cargo traffic will increase to 600 million ton-miles by 1960, 
1 billion ton-miles by 1965, and 1.6 billion ton-miles by 1970. We pointed out 
that general aviation, including all forms of civil flying other than the airlines, 
also had a spectacular growth and is expected to have an equally spectacular 
future. Today the general aviation fleet exceeds more than 65,000 aircraft, is 
expected by the CAA to increase to almost 89,000 by 1965, and 107,000 by 1970. 
This increased volume of airline and general aviation traffic will be translated 
into increased arrivals and departures at airports. Thus, arrivals and depar- 
tures at airports with CAA control towers totaled 4 million in 1946, more than 
15 million in 1957, and that figure is expected to increase to 22 million in 1960, 
30 million in 1965, and 35 million in 1970. 

The phenomenal rate of growth of civil aviation portrayed by these figures 
supported the airport development which S. 3502 would have provided. Like- 
wise this vrowth synnorts the airport development which the bills in categories 


1 and 2 would provide. 
THE JET REVOLUTION WILL REQUIRE MAJOR IMPROVEMENTS AT ATRPORTS 


Thirdly, in our testimony on S. 3502 we pointed out that the jet revolution in 
air travel, upon which the airlines have already entered, will require an accel- 
erated program of airport development if the traveling and shipping public is to 
derive the full measure of benefits from this new dimension in transportation. 
It was pointed out that the airline industry, with operating property and 
equipment at the end of 1957 of about $1,160 million book value, had jet equip- 
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ment on order or presently planned in an amount of $2,400 million. We 
pointed out that these jet aircraft, over 400 in number, will be big, heavy, and 
fast. They will carry as many as 180 passengers at speeds upwards of 550 
miles per hour. Handling jet-age passengers at airports must match the speed 
at which they will fly. This will require improved passenger and baggage flow 
petween the terminal entrance and the airplane, improved handling of ground 
transportation, improved ticketing and baggage-checking facilities, and im- 
proved passenger service rooms and facilities. Last year the association was 
privileged to present to this committee and to the Senate Subcommittee on 
Aviation a symposium on jet operations. We were pleased that this symposium 
appeared as an official committee print of the Senate committee. In that 
symposium the airport problems resulting from the use of jet equipment were 
pointed up. It was stated that: 

“A preliminary inspection of existing runways, taxiways, and ramp areas led 
to the conclusion that * * * in nearly all cases the existing airports required 
alteration to some extent. Generally speaking * * * the major airports * * * 
were of such basic configuration that they could be made suitable if sufficient 
tine and money were available. * * * 

“In summary [it was stated] we are faced with an airport situation which is 
far from ideal. Much progress has been accomplished during the past few 
years but much more work must be done. * * * A large amount of work still 
remains to be done, particularly in the difficult area of providing secondary 
runways” (pp. 37 and 45). 

We were pleased to note that both this committee and the Senate Commerce 
Committee quickly appreciated the airport development needed to accommodate 
jet transportation, and that this could not be done without assistance from the 
Federal Government. The report of the Senate committee on S. 3502 states 
(p.16) : ( 

“In the view of the committee, local communities cannot cope with the tre- 
mendous costs entailed by this revolutionary change in the mode of air trans- 
portation without the effective assistance of our National Government.” 

The report of this committee (Rept. 2539, 85th Cong., 2d sess.) makes a similar 
finding (p. 7). 


THE NATIONAL DEFENSE VALUE OF OUR AIRPORT SYSTEM IS INESTIMABLE 


Finally, our testimony on 8S. 3502 pointed up the inestimable value to national 
defense of a system of civil airports. According to records of the CAA, by the 
end of the first quarter of 1945, 429 civil airports had been turned over to the 
Army and the Navy in the interest of national defense. In addition, military 
operations at airports which remained under civil control increased 400 percent 
between 1942 and 1944. Although there was some reduction in military opera- 
tions at civil airports for the 2-year period after the close of World War II, there 
has been, since 1948, a continuing increase in military operations at such airports. 
Based upon a survey made as of June 30, 1957. there were 237 civil airports in 
the United States that were used jointly by civil and military aircraft. The im- 
portant point is that in addition to the emergency value of our civil airports, 
as demonstrated during World War II, there is everyday utilization of them by 
elements of our national defense components. 


CONCLUSIONS 


In reporting favorably S. 3502, this committee took cognizance of the points 
Ihave summarized. Inits report the committee stated : 

“In the view of the committee, local communities throughout the Nation will 
need Federal assistance to cope with this problem, as well as the problem of 
expanding aviation activities generally. Accordingly, the committee urges enact- 
ment of S. 3502 to continue the Federal-aid airport program at an increased level 
for the present and the 4 following fiscal years in the national interest” (p. 7). 

These conclusions are as valid and as sound as they were last August. With- 
out question, they support a continuation of the Federal Airport Act on the 
level contemplated in the bills in categories one and two. 


THE FAA PROPOSAL 


H.R. 3267, the bill constituting the third category now before this Committee, 
embodies the recommendations of the Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Agency for a Federal airport program. This proposal is designated by the 
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Administrator, Mr. Quesada, in letters of January 21, 1959, to the President of 
the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives, as an “orderly 
withdrawal from the airport grant program” which “assures that Federal par- 
ticipation will continue for the period necessary to afford ample opportunity 
to the States and local communities to assume their proper responsibility with- 
out disruption of needed airport development.” 

This proposal obviously would represent a withdrawal by the Federal Govern- 
ment from the airport aid program but we do not believe it would be an orderly 
one. As I have stated previously, the national airport survey conducted jointly 
by the AOC, the AAABE, and the NASAO disclosed that approximately $1,066 
million is needed for required airport development during the 4 fiscal years enq- 
ing June 30, 1962, of which funds available and anticipated from local ang 
State sources will amount to approximately $589 million, leaving some $477 
million to be supplied by the Federal Government. These figures are on 
the conservative side because they cover only 43 percent of the civil airports in 
this country. Also, they do not include the fiscal year 1963, which is included 
in the FAA proposal. 

The 1959 revision of the national airport plan, which is summarized com- 
mencing at page 355 of the Senate committee hearings on S. 1, is a yardstick 
in measuring the adequacy of the FAA proposal for a total appropriation of 
$200 million. That plan shows that the development of new, or improvements 
to, 3,258 airports and heliports are required during the calendar years 1959-€2, 
if the current and future needs of civil aviation and national defense are to be 
adequately met. This program calls for a total local and Federal investment 
of $1,290 million--excluding any funds for 106 required heliports, since the cost 
figures for those facilities are not yet available for all FAA regions. 

In his letter of January 27, 1959, transmitting these data to the Senate Com- 
merce Committee, Mr. Quesada stated: “We are forwarding herewith a revised 
and more accurate summary of required airport development for the calendar 
years 1959 through 1962.” The initial page of the summary so transmitted in- 
dicates that the source of the figures is the “1959 Revision of National Airport 
Plan, January 26, 1959.” In his testimony before this committee yesterday, 
Mr. Quesada stated that the figures contained in the summary and the support- 
ing tables were of little value in determining the proper level of Federal ex- 
penditures for airport development during the next several years. The data sup- 
plied to the Senate committee are, however, the official figures of the FAA and 
until other surveys and studies are made available, are the only ones upon which 
this committee and interested aviation organizations can base judgments as to 
the proper commitment authority to be written into Federal airport legislation. 
If, despite the fact that the Federal Airport Act contemplates a 50-50 matching 
ratio between Federal and local airport expenditures, Federal participation in 
the $1,290 million program contained in the 1959 revision of the national air- 
port plan is arbitrarily assumed to be a 70-30 ratio—with the Federal Govern- 
ment participating only to the extent of 30 cents for each 70 cents of local funds, 
the Federal requirement would still be almost double the $200 million figure 
proposed by FAA. 

The inadequacy of the $200-million figure proposed by FAA is further pointed 
up when it is remembered that for the fiscal year 1959 alone $192 million of 
Federal matching funds was requested by local sponsors for airport development. 
Of these requests approximately $129 million remained unsatisfied (S. Rept. 
1556, on S. 3502, pp. 10 and 11). 

In refutation of the statement in Mr. Quesada’s letter to the Congress “that 
the time has come for the Federal Government to begin an orderly withdrawal 
from the airport grant program,” are the well-documented findings of both this 
committee and the Senate Commerce Committee as reflected in their reports on 
§. 3502. On this point the Senate report states (p. 7) : 

“The Curtis report has been cited by Mr. Rothschild, Under Secretary of Com- 
merce, as an authority for the view that local communities have now reached a 
point where they are financially able to exercise full responsibility for the con- 
struction, maintenance, and operation of airports. In the opinion of the com- 
mittee, however, a careful reading of that report indicates that Mr. Curtis 
speaks of the long-term future, expressing the hope that local communities may 
eventually find ways and means to conduct airport operations without any Fed- 
eral assistance. Such a future hope is to be encouraged. But in view of the 
record developed by the committee it finds no application to the present situa- 
tion or the situation which may be anticipated in the near future. The com- 
mittee made careful inquiry of all witnesses who were on an airport working 
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level and who represented many different parts of the United States in order 
to determine whether there is one existing airport which is now self-sufficient 
or which could reasonably be expected to become self-sufficient within the 
period covered by the provisions of this bill (fiscal 1959 through fiscal 1963). 
Not one such example was cited.” [Italics supplied.] 

In a Similar vein this committee concluded : 

“A few airports may have reached self-sufficiency. Others may be on their 
way. But some are not even ‘on the way.’ With demands of jet-age expansion 
to be met, most airports have some distance to go to reach self-sufficiency.” 

Whatever the situation might have been, had the Federal airport aid program 
gone forward during the early years of this decade at the level intended by Con- 
gress when the Federal Airport Act was passed, the fact is that on the basis 
of the present status of the program, and in view of the fact that this country 
is now crossing the threshold of the jet age, this is certainly not the time for 
the Federal Government to withdraw from the airport program. 

The FAA has also recommended that the Federal Government’s participa- 
tion in the airport program be confined to “those projects which lie in front of 
the gate.” The principal purpose of this limitation is to render terminal build- 
ings ineligible for Federal aid, except for that portion of the building which 
houses the air traffic control activity and the weather reporting and communi- 
eations activity related to air traffic control. We believe that the provision 
which is contained in all of the other bills pending before the committee, in iden- 
tical language in each such bill, is a much more realistic approach to this prob- 
lem. This provision is designed to limit Federal participation to those portions 
of the terminal building which are essential to the welfare and safety of the 
public. Enacting such a provision into law would simply be legislative enunci- 
ation of the present policy being followed by the FAA in allocating funds for 
terminal building improvement or construction. 

There can be no serious doubt that the landing area should be given a priority 
in determining the airport facilities for which Federal matching funds will be 
allocated. This has been clearly recognized, and properly so, in the past admin- 
istration of the Federal Airport Act. From the inception of the Federal Airport 
Act (fiscal 1947) down through 1958 approximately 75 percent of all Federal 
funds have gone into the landing area and only 25 percent have been allocated 
for terminal building construction. Approval by Congress of the policy enun- 
ciated in all of the pending bills except H.R. 3267, with regard to terminal 
buildings, especially if accompanied by admonitory language in the committee 
report, would certainly be construed as a congressional expression that the 
landing area should be given priority in allocating Federal funds and certainly 
that no higher percentage than in the past should be allocated for terminal 
building construction. 

It seems to us highly undesirable that the Administrator of the FAA should 
be bound, by legislative prohibition, not to allocate any Federal funds for 
terminal building construction. This is clearly a decision which should be left 
to him in his sound judgment, considering each grant on a case-by-case basis, 
taking into account all of the relevant factors. In cases where it is clear that 
the local government does not have the financial resources to construct the 
necessary terminal facilities, the Administrator should be able to grant Federal 
assistance. Otherwise, local or Federal moneys spent on the landing area could 
be wasted. As has been pointed out to this committee many times, public 
waiting rooms, facilities for checking in passengers and baggage, for handling 
cargo, public toilets, and other similar facilities are as much a part of the airport 
and are as necessary to the public as the landing area itself. 

It should also be kept in mind that the principal effect of the FAA proposal 
with regard to terminal buildings will be on the small airports. The FAA 
presently has a policy which limits to $1,250,000 the amount of Federal partici- 
pation in any one project. Since the cost of airport development is high—for 
example, it costs $1,000 per foot to extend a runway—larger airports will find 
no difficulty in limiting their applications for Federal assistance to those projects 
which would clearly qualify for Federal assistance under the FAA proposal. 
If terminal building improvement is needed, large airports are generally in a 
better position to arrange the necessary financing than are the small ones. If a 
small airport, for example, needs $700,000 of matching funds for improvements 
to the landing area and $250,000 of Federal funds for the construction or 
enlargement of the terminal building, Federal assistance, under the FAA 
proposal, will- be forthcoming only for the landing area improvements even 
though the requested total for that airport is far below the maximum set by the 
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FAA. In many cases this would prevent the municipality from making the 
needed improvements to the terminal building. 

Recently we conducted a survey of our local service airline members—13 jp 
number—with regard to needed improvements at the airports which they service 
The returns show that major improvements are needed at 135 of the airports 
served by the local service airlines. Of this total, improvements to, or the 
construction of new, terminal buildings are needed at 55 airports. These are the 
type of airport which would be most severely hit by the FAA proposal. Ger. 
tainly the Administrator should be able, if a proper showing is made of financia} 
need at these airports, to assist with Federal funds, in the proportion to be 
determined in his sole discretion, in needed terminal building construction. 

Finally, the FAA proposal contemplates that, for the purposes of the Federa] 
Airport Act, Alaska would be treated as a State rather than a Territory. Ajj 
of the other bills pending before the committee provide that, for the purpose 
of allocating Federal funds, Alaska shall still be considered as a Territory. 
The effect of the FAA amendment would be to reduce the ratio of Federal par- 
ticipation in airport projects in Alaska from a maximum of 75 percent of the 
allowable project cost to 62% percent. From.a purely legalistic point of view 
this amendment is justified. From a practical point of view, it is not. While 
no one doubts that the new State of Alaska has enormous natural resources 
and is potentially very rich, it is equally obvious that it does not now have the 
economic strength to be classed with the other States of the Union insofar as 
the airport program is concerned. In view of the complete dependence of the 
new State of Alaska on air transportation, it is vital that the development ana 
improvement of its airports go forward as rapidly as possible. There is doubt 
whether even the presently provided 75-25 ratio of Federal to local funds is 
adequate in Alaska, but there can be no doubt but that any lesser proportion 
will seriously cripple the airport development in Alaska, so vitally needed for 
the commerce of the new State, its postal service and our national defense, 

For the reasons I have stated, the airlines support a continuation of the 
Federal airport program at a general level embodied in H.R. 1011, H.R. 1056, 
H.R. 1787, H.R. 2507, H.R. 2911, H.R. 3378, H.R. 4024, and S 1. We urge the 
committee to approve a bill providing for a program of that order. 


Mr. Duranp. Thank you, sir. In my statement I point out that 
there are three categories of bills relative to Federal airport aid 
before this committee. The first category includes the chairman’s 
bill and H.R. 1056, H.R. 2507, H. R. 3378, and H.R. 4024, which are 
similar in that they would provide additional Federal authorization 
for airport development of some $437 million for the fiscal period 
1959 through 1963. They do not have an emergency discretionary 
fund. 

The mae category of bills, exemplified by H.R. 1787, H.R. 2911, 
and 8. 1, which has passed the Senate, would provide Federal com- 
mitment authority for airport dev elopment of $100 million for the 
fiscal period 1960 through 1964, except that S. 1 would cover the 
period ending 1963 only, and these bills do provide for emergency 
discretionary funds, $65 million, in the case of S. 1, and $75 million in 
the case of the other two bills. 

The third category is composed of H.R. 3267, which is the admin- 
istration bill, which would provide for commitments for Federal air- 
port aid of $200 million for the period 1960 through 1964. It does 
not contain a discretionary emergency fund and it would disqualify 
terminal buildings from Federal : assistance. 

Our general position on this legislation, Mr. Chairman, is that the 
airlines support a continuation of the Federal airport program at 
the general level embodied in the first. two categories of bills, specifi- 
cally H.R. 1011, H.R. 1056, H.R. 1787, H.R. 2507, H.R. 2911, H.R. 
3378, H.R. 4024, and S. 1. We are opposed to the philosophy of 
withdrawal or termination embodied in H.R. 3267 , the third category. 
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Last July, Mr. Chairman, the president of our association, Mr. 5. 
T. Tipton, appeared before this committee in support of 5S. 3502. 
§. 3502 is generally similar to the bills in the first two categories that 
I have mentioned, and Mr. Tipton’s testimony at that time is equally 
pertinent in support of the first two categories of bills before you this 
evening. In that testimony he made four principal points. 

The first one was that States and local communities need Federal 
assistance in providing a system of national airports, and that the 
figures, principally those that the Airport Operators Council, the 
American Association of Airport Executives, and the National As- 
sociation of State Aviation Officials compiled, show a deficit which 
will have to be supplied by the Federal Government of some $477 
million covering the period through 1962. This amount is com- 

arable to the authorizations contained in the first two categories of 

ills. 

The second point that was made then and can be made now is that 
the tremendous growth in not only commercial air transportation 
but in general aviation, which will be equally spectacular, will support 
and require a Federal airport program in the magnitude of the one 
contemplated by the bills in the first two categories. 

Third, we invited attention then, and we do now, to the fact that 
the jet revolution upon which the airlines and the country have al- 
ready embarked will require major improvements at airports in the 
United States and that this major improvement program will require 
Federal assistance of the kind contemplated in the legislation pending 
in the first two categories of bills before the committee today. 

Fourth, we pointed out that the national defense value of our air- 
port system is inestimable, that there is continuing military use, and 
increasing military use, of our airport system. We pointed out the 
value of that system as demonstrated in World War IT, and that this 
system, which 1s a national asset, justifies a continuation of an airport 
program along the lines contemplated in the chairman’s bill and the 
related bills. 

The first half of my written testimony concludes with the state- 
ment that the committee’s findings and the well-documented report it 
wrote supporting S. 3502 are as pertinent today as they were last July, 
in supporting the two categories of bills, including all those other 
than the administration bill before the committee today. 

In the remainder of my written statement I analyzed the FAA pro- 
posal, which is the third category of bills and is, specifically, H.R. 
3267, introduced by Mr. Bennett. The first comment which I made 
was that the bill surely was a withdrawal by the Federal Government 
from the Federal airport program, but we were certainly not con- 
vinced that it was, as Mr. Quesada has said, an “orderly” withdrawal. 
We pointed out the deficit in needed airport funds, which the airport 
study made by the AOC, the AAAE, and the NASAO disclosed to be 
$477 million, is more than twice the amount covered by the adminis- 
tration bill. 

We pointed out that the FAA’s own “1959 Revision of the National 
Airport Plan” called for a figure of $1,290 million. In that con- 
nection, Mr. Chairman, I was interested in hearing Mr. Quesada say 
that he regarded it of little value in determining the airport needs. in 
this country. 
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Mr. Dinceti. Maybe he should have saved the taxpayers’ money 
and not bothered to turn the darn thing out. 

Mr. Duranp. Well, that is one view that can be taken, Mr. Dingell, 
bine _ that it has considerably more value than Mr. Quesada said 
it had. 

I would like to call your attention to his letter to Senator Mon- 
roney transmitting this program and the accompanying data to the 
Senate Commerce Committee. 

He said on January 27, 1959: 

We are forwarding herewith a revised and more accurate summary of re. 
quired airport development for the calendar years 1959 through 1962. 

The initial page of the summary so transmitted indicates that the 
source of the figures is the “1959 Revision of the National Airport 
Plan, January 26, 1959.” 

Now, until this committee and the Senate committee and those 
interested in aviation have some other plan, remembering that this is 
an official FAA plan, this is the one that we have to use in determining 
what the level of Federal expenditures should be. As Colonel Me- 
Mullen has pointed out, it closely approximates the results of the 
joint AOC-AAAE-NASAO study. So we think it is of value and 
we think it supports a higher level of expenditures than contained in 
the Quesada proposal. If we assume that only 30 percent of the 
total needed funds for airport development will be forthcoming from 
the Federal Government, which is, I think, a fairly close approxima- 
tion to what has been the experience under the Federal Airport Act 
since 1947, the Federal share will be almost double the $200 million 
figure proposed by the FAA. 

Next, in my written statement I disagreed with the proposal of 
the FAA that the Federal Government confine its participation to 
those projects which lie in front of the gate. The airlines believe 
that a far more realistic approach is the one contained in identical 
language in all of the bills other than H.R. 3267. The purpose of 
that language identical in all those bills, is to cut out the frills and con- 
fine Federal assistance to the absolutely indispensable parts of the ter- 
minal building, which are needed for the welfare and safety of the 
public. We think that is the approach that should be followed. 

It seems to us that there is no question but that the landing area 
should have priority. It also seems to us that the experience under 
the Federal] Airport Act since 1947, which is that 75 percent of all 
Federal funds have gone into the landing area and an 25 percent 
have gone into terminal building construction, demonstrates that the 
CAA through the years has regarded the landing area as the No. 1 
priority area, and that is the way it should be. It would be very un- 
desirable to tie the Administrator’s hands so that if, on a case-by-case 
basis and in his sole discretion, he determines that money is needed 
in a particular city to build a terminal building, he would not be able 
to use a dime of Federal money. This would be the case under the 
FAA proposal. 

He should be in a position, if the showing is made of need, to put 
Federal money in those parts of the terminal building that contribute 
to the welfare and safety of the public. It is difficult to conceive 
of an airport without a terminal building. Surely the public areas 
in the terminal building, the public toilets, the waiting room, are 
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just as important as the landing area, and it is conceivable that. there 
might be some cases where the Federal investment in the landing 
area would be lost if there were not an adequate terminal building to 
constitute an integral part of the airport and make it useful to the 
ublic. 

’ One other point on terminal buildings. The committee should re- 
member that the FAA proposal which disqualifies terminal buildings 
except for the restricted area relating to air traffic control would fall 
particularly hard on small airports. 

The FAA has a policy that they will not put more than $1,250,000 
into an airport in any one year. The large airports will have no 
trouble at all, since airport construction is so expensive, of submittin 
applications for Federal funds for those projects which clearly qual- 
iby for Federal aid. Runway extensions cost $1,000 for each foot of 
extension. So a large airport will have no trouble in submitting ap- 
plications for projects that clearly qualify. 

The principal disqualification will fall on the small airports. For 
example, if a small airport needs $700,000 of matching funds for 
improvements to the landing area, and $250,000 of Federal funds for 
construction or enlargement of the terminal building, Federal assist- 
ance under the FAA proposal will be forthcoming only for the land- 
ing area, even though the requested total is well below the maximum 
set by the FAA. 

We recently conducted a survey of our local service members. 
Those are the 13 airlines that provide service to the small communi- 
ties in this country. We asked them whether in view of their transi- 
tion to larger equipment, the kind that Colonel Adams was talking 
about, major airport development was needed at any airports on their 
systems. ‘The response was that improvements were needed at 135 
of the airports served by these local service airlines. 

Of this total, improvements to or the construction of new terminal 
buildings are needed at 55 airports. These are the type of airports 
that would be the hardest hit by the FAA proposal. We think that 
the Administrator should be sufficiently flexible so that if he deter- 
mines that there is need at a particular field, one that the community 
would have difficulty in meeting or could not meet, he should be able 
to put the amount of money which he thinks is necessary in his dis- 
cretion, in that field. 

Finally, all of the bills except H.R. 3267 continue to treat Alaska 
as a Territory for allocation purposes. H.R. 3267 makes Alaska a 
State for airport purposes. At first blush this sounds logical as well 
as legally proper. But the result of H.R. 3267 would be to reduce 
the matching ratio for Alaska from 75 percent Federal money to 62.5 
percent. Alaska would get slightly larger than the 50 percent because 
it is a State with a large amount of public land. Therefore, the for- 
mula goes up slightly to take care of that land which is off the tax 
om and therefore reduces the revenues which the new State can 
realize. 

We support the provision which is in all of the bills except H.R. 
3267, which keeps the ratio of Federal to local funds in Alaska at 
5-25. There is some question whether even that is high enough, but 
certainly it should not be any lower until the State of Alaska better 
realize some of the potential riches that it has. 
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So, in summary, Mr. Chairman, we support the first two categories 
of bills before this committee. We are opposed to the concept of 
withdrawal and termination behind H.R. 3267. We urge the commit- 
tee to act promptly in reporting out a bill which would have a level 
of Federal participation corresponding to the level in the bills in the 
first two categories. 

Thank you, sir. 

The Cuarrman,. Mr. Durand, thank you very much. 

I have been trying to get someone to give ‘the committee informa- 
tion that would justify ‘the request for whatever the discretionary 
amount might be. 1 am not satisfied that that has been done yet. 

Have you got any information that justifies $65 million or $75 mil- 
lion or whatever it might be for discretionary funds to take care of 
particular problems anywhere? 

Mr. Duranp. Mr. Chairman, I think perhaps the most helpful bit 
of information that we have which we could bring the committee at 
this time is the fact that, as of the present time, there are only approxi- 
mately 24 airports in the United States adequate for jet service, and 
that is out of a total of 550 airports that the airlines serve. 

Now, obviously all of those 550 would not receive jet service in the 
near future, but 24 is a completely inadequate figure. 

The Cuarmman. Well, now, the discretionary fund, however, is to 
be made available at the discretion of the Administrator and then 
the matching phase of it has got to be provided. 

Mr. Duranp. Yes, sir. Well 

The Cuarrman. Now, what I would like is some information to 
justify that any such fund, No. 1, is needed and, No. 2, can be used. 

Mr. Duranp. Mr. Chairman, I cannot speak for the cities, and I 
have little knowledge of whether or not they are equipped at the 
present time to use the fund in the first year. The discretionary 
fund, of course, is 

The Cuarrman. I am not talking about the first year. I am talk- 
ing about all the years to follow. That is in addition to the regular 
funds that would be allocated under the formula. 

Mr. Duranp. There is one statistic that may be of some help, Mr. 
Chairman, on that point. In 1959, $192 million of matching funds 
was requested by local sponsors, and of those requests, $129 “million 
remained unsatisfied. 

Now, there is a need I think which demonstrates the desirability 
of some flexible fund that could take care of pressing projects that 
had not been satisfied in those requests. 

The CuarrMan. All right. That being true, then why is it that 
over half of the total authorization for the last 4 years is still 
unobligated ? 

Mr. Duranp. The explanation that I have heard given, Mr. Chair- 
man, is that the airport program has had such a fluctuating history 
that some communities have been reluctant to enter into projects 
because they were not sure that the program would be continued on a 
satisfactory basis, 

Now, I think the present bills at a level of $100 million for a 
respectable period, 4 or 5 years, would give that assurance and it 
may well be that the money would be more eagerly sought than it 
has been in the past. 








~ 


an 


—- 





res 
t of 
mit- 
level 
the 


‘ma- 
nary 
bi 

mil- 
re of 


1 bit 
ee at 
rOXi- 
and 


n the 


is to 
then 


on to 
used, 
und I 
it the 
mary 


talk- 


gular 


», Mr. 
funds 


illion 


bility 
s that 


t that 
; still 


“Shair- 
istory 
‘ojects 
dona 


for a 
and it 
han it 








FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS, 1959 277 





The Cuarrman. Well, I am afraid we have too much of that kind 
of testimony to rely on here as to what may be necessary. What we 
want is as much specific information as we can possibly get to justify 
the action. I think there are many people that are supporting this 
program and they want to do what is necessary, and I am one of 
those. But I do think that there should be in the course of these 
hearings a record made as to what are actually the facts and not 
just what somebody projects as an idea or hope. 

Mr. Duranp. Mr. Chairman, I think the studies that have been 
made adequately support a Federal program of the level provided 
in the chairman’s bill and the related bills. They do not, I will 
admit, support as well the need for the discretionary fund. 

The Cuairman. I am disappointed over what has happened in the 
last 4 years. Apparently to meet the needs here in 1959 when the 
jets are coming into operation, we have a program here projected 
into 1960 fiscal year that there will then be obligated around $180 
million, meaning we have got over $50 million of the old program 
which has not yet even been arranged for, plans formulated, and the 
fund obligated. There is something wrong. I don’t know whether 
it is the fault of the airport planners, municipalities, localities, or the 
administration of it here in the Washington office or the regional 
office. But I have heard so much about the crying need for funds to 
meet the demands I am disappointed we haven’t had great progress. 
Somebody is responsible for it. And until I obtain information other- 
wise, I am going to have to assume that the large measure of that 
responsibility is on those who want to develop the airports at their 
own localities. 

I think everybody who has got a responsibility has got to share it. 
But I think it does have quite a bearing on the program as we consider 
another 4-year program, and certainly in my mind with reference to 
a large discretionary fund to do what somebody might want to do 
with it, if they need $65 million or $65 million as a discretionary fund, 
let them come here and say we need it for the Los Angeles Airport. 
We need it for the Chicago Airport. Or some other airport. But 
they haven’t said so, 

Mr. Avery. Tulsa said so. 

The Cuarman. Yes. Tulsa did say so, and New Orleans. But 
they didn’t say they had to have it from the discretionary fund. They 
said they need that much money. And that is what we are talking 
about. 

Well, thank you very much. 

Mr. Youncer. May I ask a question? 

Mr. Duranp. I may add, Mr. Chairman, that while we are very 
interested in the future airport program we are, sir, as you know, 
airport tenants. We are simply one of the classes of users of the 
arports. 

he CuarrMan. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Duranp. We do not control them. They are public facilities 
and the planning is done by the local communities with the FAA. 

Mr. Youncer. If I am correct, I understand that in arriving at user 
fees for your members at these airports, the airport is not permitted 
to capitalize funds contributed by the Federal Government in deter- 
mining a capitalization on which the user fee is based. Is that so? 
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Mr. Duranp. The Civil Aeronautics Administration has recom- 
mended to local communities that the Federal contribution, being a 
grant-in-aid, should not be taken as an amount to be amortized or 
depreciated in computing user charges at the airport. 

fr. Youncer. I have heard and I don’t know whether it is true but 
at Louisville Airport they received quite an amount of land from 
the Air Force after World War II and they used the value of that 
land and capitalized it in determining the landing fees for your 
members. 

Mr. Duranp. They did, sir. We objected very strenuously to that, 
but--—- 

Mr. Youncer. It was done, then. 

Mr. Duranp. It is my understanding it was done. I believe that 
is being challenged in the courts. I may say, sir, that that-was done 
pursuant to a State law which required the airport to doit. We think 
that philosophy is wrong. We think the Federal airport program is 
a grant-in-aid program and that the Federal share should not be re- 
couped by the local communities, 

Mr. Youncer. I heard that. I just wanted to verify it. 

Mr. Avery. Doesn’t this boil down, Mr. Durand, to simplify this: 
If you disregard the difference in thinking on the formula between 
the so-called administration bill and Mr. Bennett’s bill and the other 
bill that you support, you feel it is about a $50 million discrepancy 
between the minimum needs for the airport program; is that right? 

Mr. Duranp. Well, the administration bill, sir, has about $200 mil- 
lion and the other bills are roughly double that amount. 

Mr. Avery. That is right. So we are about $50 million a year 
short. 

Mr. Duranp. Yes. $50 million a year; that is right. 

Mr. Avery. How much of a surcharge would you have to put on all 
the passengers hauled by the scheduled airlines to make up that 
deficit? I don’t like to put it on the basis of an excise tax. 

Mr. Duranp. If we could persuade the Civil Aeronautics Board 
that we should have any surchage at all, which is rather doubtful, it 
would be a substantial amount, sir, but it would be a most unfair 
surcharge. The airlines are only one of the users of airports and the 
figures show that at all CAA control tower airports, which are the 
larger airports, we had only 27.7 percent of the total operations. 
General aviation, which is all civil aviation other than the airlines, 
had 51.2 percent, and the military had 21.1 percent. So if we were 
to bear the additional $50 million a year, it would not only be im- 
possible financially but it would be most inequitable. 

Mr. Avery. When you say approximately 25 percent, now, is that 
just the long lines or does that take into account the feeder lines too? 

Mr. Duranp. That is all the airlines operating in the United States. 

Mr. Avery. The entire commercial regularly scheduled airlines only 
account for 27 percent ? 

Mr. Duranp. Yes. That is at 196 CAA tower-controlled airports. 
These are the larger ones, and the figures cover landings and takeoffs 
of aircraft 27.7 percent. Yes, sir. I was surprised, too. 
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Mr. Avery. That figure amazes me. 

Mr. Duranp. It wiened on the CAA count. It is an official Gov- 
ernment count, 

Mr. Avery. You don’t think it would be possible to work out some 

uitable formula, then, for the users of this service to pay for the ter- 
minal rather than the taxpayer? 

Mr. Duranp. Well, I don’t know whether it would be, sir, but I 
think it would be a most unwise and inequitable arrangement insofar 
as Federal grants are concerned, because the Federal airport program 
is not a subsidy for aviation. It is a Federal investment in a Federal 
asset. The ss system of this country is absolutely necessary, as 
you know, sir, for the military, for civil defense, for the postal service, 
for transportation, and for communications. The Federal share of 
the cost of that system is a proper Federal expenditure that should 
be borne by the taxpayers generally. 

Now, with regard to locally financed facilities that are made avail- 
able to transportation companies and other users, the municipalities 

uite properly charge fees. In 1957, the airlines, bearing in mind 
their 27 percent use, paid over $24 million in landing fees and rentals 
at airports. For the 12 months ending September 30, 1958, we paid 
over $28 million in rentals and landing fees. Those amounts are just 
about the same as the net profits that the airline industry made in 1957 
and in 1958, respectively. 

Mr. Avery. Of course, under my suggestion you would be collectin 
it but you wouldn’t be paying it. The person using the service woul 
be paying it. I assume the CAB would grant you the authority to 
collect the surcharge for the use. The theory I am trying to get at, 
what is your objection to the people using it paying an increased por- 
tion of the cost of the operation? Now, we are already granting it 
is a Federal responsibility because we are already going to put in $50 
million a year in the administration bill. 

Why do you object to the people getting this preferential service— 
and it is preferential service—paying for the service? 

Mr. Duranp. I would object, sir, to your putting the cost, the Fed- 
eral cost, of this airport system on just the aeronautical users be- 
cause—— 

Mr. Avery. You would or would not? 

Mr. Duranp. I would object, sir, because of the great importance of 
the airport system to the country at large. I think it is a Federal 
expenditure that should be borne by the taxpayers. If you were to 

me, would I be prepared to pay, for example, 1 percent additional 
income tax rate, I would have to say, yes, I think this is a payment for 
a national facility. But if you were to ask me would I as an airline 
passenger be prepared to pay a transportation tax of not just 10 
percent but of 15 percent or 20 percent, then I would say, I would not. 

Mr. Avery. Thank you. 

The CuatrrmMan. Thank you very much, Mr. Durand. 

Mr. Charles A. Parker. 

Mr. Parker, may I respectfully ask—and I hope you will under- 
stand—how much time you might require ? 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. PARKER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL AVIATION TRADES ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Parker. Well, if I read my entire statement, it might take 
10 minutes, 12, 15. 

The CHATMAN. You may include your entire statement in the 
record and give us a brief summary, if you will. I have been sitting 
here sinc e quarter of 2. 

(Mr. Parker’s prepared statement. follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL AVIATION TRADES ASSOCIATION ON HOUSE BILL 101] 
To ExtTEND THE FEDERAL Arrport ACT 


My name is Charles A. Parker and I serve as executive director of the National 
Aviation Trades Association. NATA represents commercial air service (fixed 
base) operators nationally. Members engage in commercial aircraft operations 
that include air taxi and charter, patrol, aircraft rental, flight training, and 
aerial application as well as the marketing of aircraft and aviation products. In 
addition, these er provide maintenance, repair, storage, and fuel services 
at the airports of the Nation on which the aircraft owner and user must depend 
for the successful use of his vehicle. At many points, our members, through 
their own capital, provide privately Owned public-use airports. Frequently, 
these are the only landing facilities available to a particular town or commu- 
nity. Obviously, we are very concerned with the matter of airports and their 
development. 

NATA approves the concept of a Federal airport aid program.—We oppose the 
administration’s position that this aid should be phased out in the next 4 years. 
However, our support of H.R. 1011 is contingent upon provisos being either 
written into the legislation or given preponderance in your committee report to 
insure that a better “balance” will be struck in any future program than hereto- 
fore. There has been a preponderance of aid to large air carrier airports and 
their facilities with a subordination of the needs of the general flying public 
and the smaller community. 

We ask that an increased percentage of funds be allocated to meet the expand- 
ing needs of general aviation which consists of business, commercial, and per- 
sonal flying and assist more communities to become accessible by air. We also 
request other provisions and limitations that will help insure a more equitable 
program for all and accomplish the “balanced” concept. 

Aid should be provided so as to enable an expansion of the following : 

1. New airports in communities where none now exist ; 

2. New or improved secondary airports in cities where terminal facilities 
have reached capacity ; and 

3. Emergency flight strips, particularly on routes through difficult amd 
sparsely settled terrain. 

These are needed in order that the growing fleet of business, farmer, and 
private use aircraft will receive more direct benefit from the program through 
expanded aircraft utilization and increased safety, as well as to bring the bene- 
fits attendant to any airport to more communities and also provide for addi- 
tional civil defense and emergency aids. 

That there is a need for additional facilities and for provisions whereby any 
airport aid program will henceforth operate in better “balance” is borne out in 
the following: 

Airports are closing.—Actually the big airports have been getting bigger 
and the smaller airports have been disappearing. Many private owners of 
public-use airports, in view of increasing real estate taxation, with no tax relief 
for a facility offering such a public service, and with rising land values, have 
succumbed and sold out to industrial and real estate developments. CAA’s so- 
called intermediate fields are also going out of the picture. One survey, for 
example, in 1956 showed that of 29 small fields in the Chicago area in 1946, 
anly 12 were due to be open for the service and hangaring of corporate and 
private aircraft. 

2. The general aviation fleet is ecpanding.—Statistics on general aviation as 
of January 1, 1958; CAA shows that there is a fleet of some 67,000 active 
units or 40 times more aircraft than on the Nation’s airlines. General aviatiot 
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is also currently flying at a rate of 11 million hours annually or some three 
times that flown by domestic air carriers. Business flying accounts for about 
45 percent of this total, with commercial and instructional flying running some 
35 percent. According to a survey conducted in 1957 by the General Aviation 
Facilities Planning Group, the general fleet is expected to nearly double by 
1975, not counting some unexpected technical breakthrough. 

3. Terminal airports are overloaded.—Many terminal-type airports have been 
operating at maximum capacity and can be relieved of much of their general 
aviation traffic through the development of secondary airports in the peripheral 
area of many cities. Here is an example of the thinking in effect: In 1956 the 
New York Department of Commerce stated: “With the rapid increase in air 
traffic in the capital district (Albany), a good supplementary airport may well 
become necessary.” They added: “Experience in other major air centers of the 
State, such as New York, Buffalo, Syracuse, and Rochester, demonstrates the 
importance of supplementary landing facilities for executive and private aircraft 
to relieve traffic loads at primary airports.” 

4. Many towns are not served with an airport—Our airport system in late 
1957 comprised a total of about 7,300 airports. Of these, 1,768 were publicly 
owned and open for general public use, with 910 listed as “limited use.” In addi- 
tion, a total of 4,621 were privately owned airports, but only 1,201 of these were 
listed as available for public use. This, therefore, gave us 2,969 airports, public 
and private, open to unlimited general use. This is interesting when it is realized 
that there are over 17,000 incorporated towns and cities in the United States. 
Remember, too, that some towns have more than one airport out of the above 
totals. 

An inspection of any airway map will show the many places, some of which 
are sizable, that have either no airport or a very inadequate field. Yes, gentle- 
men, new airports are needed. And here is the big point: A valuable contribu- 
tion to this system can be had at a minimum outlay through the development of 
widespread one-runway strips (preferably hard surface) as a starter, and not 
multirunway or large-area airports. 

Such a landing strip need only be on the order of 1,800 to some 3,000 feet in 
length, utilizing a total plot of ground 200 to 250 feet in width. In fact, CAA 
standards for a secondary airport are approximately of these dimensions. No 
more than this is needed as a starter in most instances. 

Some communities are greatly benefitting where a new or improved airport is 
playing a major role in attracting new business and industry. With the demise 
of railroad passenger service at many outlying points, a landing facility is becom- 
ing increasingly necessary. These will be used initially by business and private 
aircraft, commercial air taxi services, and in some areas by aerial dusting and 
spraying operators. Air taxi services may later graduate into scheduled opera- 
tions and the establishment of feeder airline service. Expansion of the airport 
would then come as demand warrants for still larger aircraft operations. 

The value of a large number of airports for civil defense, civil emergency, and 
industrial dispersal, of course, is evident. In addition, the great value of a 
smaller airport has been realized from time to time in the saving of a transport 
or military airplane under emergency. 

Mr. W. T. Piper, president, Piper Aircraft Co., is responsible for a most inter- 
esting observation; namely, that the utilization of the personal and business 
airplane goes up generally as the square of the number of airports. This, of 
course, is also a measure of how the related economic exchange can spiral as 
total landing ways are increased. 

We recognize that a request for Federal aid for a facility must originate 
outside of Government. Unfortunately, there is still a surprising lack of knowl- 
edge of aviation, its needs, and its benefits on the part of many communities. 
Local aviation users in some instances have comprised such a small group that 
they have been unable to obtain local support for airport development, particu- 
larly when confronted with nonairminded local officials. 

It is also unfortunate that only scheduled airline operation with large aircraft 
is thought of by many people as that which composes reason for airport develop- 
ment. This is, of course, far from the fact. 

In view of the foregoing, we believe that in the report on this bill, the basie 
responsibilities of FAA to aid and promote aviation should be reemphasized 
so as to give FAA full cause to strengthen their educational and promotional 
program: with communities, working in conjunction with State and local inter- 


ests, regarding the creation of new flight strips and improvement of substand- 
ard airports. 
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Regarding any additional personnel and expense required on this by the 
FAA departments involved, we suggest that a little shaving here and there of 
some of the grandiose amounts being spent on some of the so-called jet age 
runways would provide these extra funds. 

We would now like to point out some illustrations of the imbalance that 
exists in the creation of new airports and in aid to smaller communities. 

At an aviation meeting in Missouri in April 1958, it was pointed out that two 
big cities got some $7 million of Federal airport aid during a certain periog 
while only $138,000 was spent for the balance of airports in all Missouri. 

In the Congressional Record of May 14, 1958, Senator Neuberger quoted a 
letter of E. W. Snyder, director, Oregon State Board of Aeronautics, dated 
March 18, 1958: 

“You will be interested to learn that during present FAAP, Federal funds 
have been allocated to only one general aviation airport in Oregon * * * anq 
the State agency has, since 1955, made seven applications for Federal funds 
for general aviation airport projects. Each of these seven applications were 
disapproved by the CAA.” 

To be specific, the amount spent in the last 3 years for nonairline type air- 
ports for general aviation use, has been running at 15 percent of the total with 
the number of airports constructed with this standing at around 48 percent of 
the total. As we earlier stated there are approximately 17,000 incorporated 
towns and cities in the United States. Information shows that nearly two-thirds 
of these lack means of access by aircraft. In the past 3 fiscal years, 365 total 
air carrier airports received aid with 340 nonair carrier. Actually, only some 
1,500 airports have participated in the entire history of the Federal aid program. 

In view of the expanding general aviation activity and increasing value of 
airports to communities, we ask that a more equitable distribution of funds 
in the next program be realized through provisions that will result in raising 
the 15 percent spent for nonairline airports to 30 percent of the total dollars 
involved. 

Incidentally, good reason sometimes exists for the establishment of a landing 
field that should qualify for Federal aid, but which has not, since the number 
of “based aircraft” has been a principal yardstick in determining justification. 
We believe that FAA should change this measure of “based aircraft” so that 
a community could have the privilege of showing other cause for need as ac- 
ceptable criteria. 

Let us now deal with the matter of ever-increasing runway lengths. Year 
after year the hue and cry has been made for longer and longer runways and 
the cry has been met. This certainly is part of the “imbalance” to which we 
have referred. Obviously the aircraft manufacturers are deeply involved here. 

Let me bring out several points in support of limitations on this trend. 

The American Municipal Association urged in convention that aircraft de- 
signers consider the heavy expense involved in extending runways in con- 
gested urban areas and seek to make new aircraft that could use present air- 
ports (reported Aviation Daily, Dec. 2, 1958). 

Last fall none other than the distinguished Grover Loening indicated that 
the matter of having to have 10,000 to 15,000-foot runways with planes not 
able to slow down is headed for the junk pile. 

We commended James T. Pyle, former CAA Administrator, when he pointed 
out to the Airport Operators Council last year that the airplane manufacturers 
have a responsibility in the airport-aircraft picture to design and build aircraft 
with full regard to existing airport facilities and the maximums that are 
planned. However, this is all well and good, but if FAA continues to keep on 
“upping” the maximums, then these are just so many hollow words. 

We note that runway requirements for some jet operations are being talked 
of as running 13,000 to 14,000 feet as a maximum requirement that may come. 

Costs of property in many areas where lengthenings are involved are extreme. 
In others, space is virtually nonexistent. Great new airports must be located 
further and further out of centers. This brings still more expense for con- 
necting highways, plus more expense to the user for connecting transportation; 
and, finally, negates the whole value of air travel through loss of time where 
short hauls are involved. ; 

To sum it up, air carrier runway requirements have now been carried to the 
point where vast sums of public money are being expended on a single facility 
rather than distributed and spent in the creation of more new facilities or im- 
provement of substandard airports. It seems that a limit has been reached eco 
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nomically on what is fair and equitable to the taxpaying public. Engineering 
talents must bring a halt to this costly and impractical trend. 

We ask, therefore, in this bill that FAA be directed to establish limits on 
maximum runway lengths beyond which Federal funds may not be expended 
and that FAA press the manufacturers for improved aircraft characteristics. 

If the foregoing trend persists, then let the cities, counties, and even the air 
earriers bear the additional burden of expense on the longer runways involved. 

A hint of the trend needed is shown in a release of recent date in Aviation 
Week magazine: “Douglas is testing leading edge flaps on the second DC-8 as 
a possible growth development to increase payload and range capability or cut 
takeoff and landing field length.” 

We also request that another provision be incorporated in any new bill; in 
connection with all terminal type facilities, provision shall be made to provide a 
short parallel runway or runways to assist in the expeditious movement and in- 
creased traffic flow of smaller aircraft not requiring the use of the longer and 
principal runways. 

This would make use of large airports far more feasible by smaller aircraft. 
It would forestall the prohibition of such aircraft into large terminal facilities 
and provide a new safety for such operations. 

This concept has been approved by some experienced control tower operators 
and we believe represents an excellent operational pattern that will not inter- 
fere with large aircraft operations. 

Smaller air taxi and business aircraft must use these terminal fields or the 
entire purpose of the smaller airplane as a valuable “connecting” vehicle in the 
air transportation pattern will be destroyed. In connection with this we also 
request that any future aid program carry the proviso that large terminal type 
airports shall provide adequate gate and ramp space to accommodate general 
aviation aircraft arrivals and departures. 

We believe too that maximum benefits derived from a Federal airport aid 
program come from expenditures on the prime facility ; namely, runways, taxi- 
ways, ramps, and parking areas. These basic needs should all be met first, with 
construction or improvement of terminal buildings, hangars, etc., as entirely 
secondary, if permitted at all under the act. 

In concluding, we request that your committee in the interest of balanced 
aviation development, safety, economy, and equity to the general public, incor- 
porate provisions outlined in this testimony in the provisions and philosophy 
of any new legislation. We strongly believe in the statement of the eminent Gill 
Robb Wilson, editor and publisher of Flying magazine, who said, “As goes the 
whole of aviation in America, so will go American progress, security, and pros- 
perity.” 

Thank you for this opportunity to appear. 


Mr. Parker. Mr. Chairman, I am used to being last because our end 
of aviation, the commercial flying service operators, have often been 
the forgotten men in aviation in years gone by, although I must say 
we are truly coming into our own in recent days. 

I represent the people engaged in commercial flying service opera- 
tions, often called the fixed-base operators, that conduct air taxi and 
charter service, patrol, aircraft rental operations, flight training, and 
market aircraft and products, and in addition we provide maintenance, 
repair, storage, and fuel services at the airports of the Nation on which 
the aircraft owner and user must depend for the successful use of 
his vehicle. 

At many points our members, through their own capital, provide 
rivately owned public-use airports. Frequently these are the only 
anding facilities available to a particular town or community. Obvi- 
ously we are very concerned with the matter of airports and their 
development. 

I will just highlight five or six principal points that we make out of 
this testimony. 

We approve the concept of a Federal-airport aid program. We 
oppose the administration’s position that this aid should be phased 
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out in the next 4 years. However, our support of the bill 1011 jg 
contingent upon provisos being either written into the legislation 
or given cognizance in your committee report to insure that a better 
balance will be struck in any future program than heretofore. 

There has been a preponderance of aid to large air carrier airports 
and their facilities with a subordination of the needs of the genera] 
flying public and the smaller community. 

We ask aid to be provided so as to enable an expansion of the 
following: 

New airports in communities where none now exist ; new or improved 
secondary airports in cities where terminal facilities have reached 
capacity, and emergency flight strips particularly on routes through 
difficult and sparsely settled terrain. This is to meet the growing 
demand of the growing fieet of business, farmer, and private use 
aircraft which will receive more direct benefit from the program 
through expanded aircraft utilization and increased safety. 

Now, briefly, airports are closing. Mr. McMullen, of NASAO, 
just advised you of some figures in that respect. 

Two, the general aviation fleet is expanding. 

Three, terminal airports are overloaded. Many general aviation- 
type airplanes will readily use a secondary type of facility and keep 
out of the way of the large transports and the jet equipments, with 
certain exceptions. Many towns are not served with an airport, 
and let me say that there are some 17,000 incorporated communities, 
There are 7,300 airports. Of these, 1,763 were publicly owned and 
open for general public use with 901 listed as limited use. 

In addition, a total of 4,632 were privately owner airports, but 
only 1,200 listed for available public use. This gives us 2,969 airports, 
public and private, open to unlimited general use. Again, there 
are 17,000 incorporated towns and cities in the United States and 
remember that some towns have more than one airport in those figures. 

The need is not necessarily to start in many of these communities 
with a great big area multirunway airport. It is for a landing strip, 
a simple basic preferably hard-surface landing strip perhaps 2,000 
or 3,000 feet long and 100 feet wide. And that is your start. That 
is the kind of a start that these communities can make with great 
advantage and get onto the great air ocean and open up all this mag- 
nificent potential that air is and will bring to the average community 
in the days ahead. 

Then as demand warrants, put in your additional funds, expand 
your runways, and increase the facility generally. 

I might point out a statement of Mr. Piper that I think is positively 
intriguing, and that is the utilization of personal and business air- 
planes goes up generally as the square of the number of airports. So 
you can see what this spiral means economically, too, in comparison. 

Now, the Federal Government, we believe, could do more, the FAA, 
that is, in the way of education. I think perhaps a remark by your 
committee in a report urging them to carry out their full responsibili- 
ties of aiding, abetting, and promoting aviation would help because 
I think they could do a lot to go into some of these places that perhaps 
haven’t used some of that very money you. spoke about a few moments 
ago that is lying around and help get them to realize what the value 
of this thing is. In many communities there might be but a small 
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amount of local interest, yet it may be a terribly important place 
for outsiders that want to come in and use a facility such as sub- 
contracts with an industry, and so forth, and so on. I am sure you 
understand. 

Now, to come a little further along here, we believe that to strike 
this balane ‘e, and I have cited in the testimony some very glaring 
examples of imbalance like in the Congressional Record of a little 
over a year ago, rather, less than a year ago, in Oregon, that there 
were something like seven applications made for general aviation air- 
ports and they were all turned down, the Director stated. It was in 
the Record. 

About 14 percent is now being spent on general aviation airports. 
Mr. Quesada stated that the other day out of the total number of 
airports constructed involving Federal funds. We think that could 
well be upped to about 30 pere ent of the funds. 

To come a little further, we have a very important point that I think 
the Airport Operators Council expressed splendidly and I believe 
others have made an issue of it, which I want to briefly enlarge on, and 
that is the support, that is the matter of limitations on the trend of 
ever-increasing runway lengths. I think that this Congress has a 
magnificent opportunity to start the ball rolling on beginning to 
bring some future common sense and saneness into this maddening, 
never-ending request and demand for more and more and more fan- 
tastically expensive runway lengths. 

I will just cite two or three things. The American Municipal As- 
sociation last year urged that this be given consideration. We heard 
testimony in the AOC today referring to Mr. Curtis’ report on that 
subject. Grover Loening, the distinguished aeronautical engineer, in- 
dicated last year that the matter of having to have 10,000 ‘to 15,000- 
foot runways with planes not able to slow down is headed for the junk 
pile. Mr. Pyle talked about it last year. We commended him last 

ear. 
ei However, this is all well and good, but if FAA continues to keep on 
“upping” the maximum, then these are just so many hollow words. 

I would like to point out regarding this theory, why should we wait 
5 years from now to start? We can’t do anything radical for it would 
be the height of folly for this Congress to say no more money shall be 
put into anything over 8,000, 9 000. or 10,000 feet. Nobody would say 
that. But start to lay the groundwork to do the thing that AOC so 
beautifully brought out. Get the systems approach going. Get the 
aeronautical engineers, the cities, the airlines and other people to- 
gether and bang their heads together a little bit. 

I think the report of Congress on this bill might well begin to point 
out to FAA the great need to start the ball rolling on something along 
those lines. I think it makes great economic sense in the days ahead. 

Now, so much for that angle, except one final point on it. ‘A hint of 


the trend needed is shown in a release of recent date in Aviation Week 
magazine : 


Douglas is testing leading edge flaps on the second DC-8 as a possible growth 


development to increase payload and range capability or cut takeoff and landing- 
field length, 


And there is the thing, gentlemen, they should be striving for. It 


is the part. that comes after the word “or”’—“cut takeoff and landing- 
field length.” 
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Think of where you could spread some of this money on this 5,000 
more feet that they are going to come in here and be crying for 5 years 
from now. Ten thousand isn’t enough. Then it will go up to 15, 
It is money just spent for that great big thick concrete a mile long, 

In this Washington area the situation 1s disgraceful and disgusting 
I am an airplane ¢ owner and I have no idea where I am going to put 
my airplane. But we have $100 million out here to the west and we 
can’t even get a little miserable flight strip around the Potomae or 
somewhere in this area with some Federal assistance to serve the 
Nation’s Capital. I think it is sad. 

So much for that. We believe that it would be very helpful 1 In this 
connection, with all the terminal-type facilities, if provision be made 
to provide a short parallel runway or runways to assist in the expe- 
ditious movement. and increased traftic flow of smaller aircraft not 
requiring the use of the longer and principal runways. 

This is a principle we have been asking for for several years. It 
will get the so important connecting business and air taxi airplanes 
into ‘ter minals without interfering ‘with and slowing down the big 
aircraft operations. We believe that it is feasible. 

Smaller air taxi and business aircraft must use these terminal fields 
or the entire purpose of the smaller airplane as a valuable connecting 
vehicle in the air transportation pattern will be destroyed. 

-We also would greatly appreciate, and it would be immensely help- 
ful and certainly wouldn’t hurt anybody, if you could make some 
mention in your report that large terminal-type airports shall provide 
adequate gate and ramp space to accommodate general aviation air- 
craft arrivals and departures, particularly in air taxi service. 

One final thing. We believe that the maximum benefits derived 
from a Federal airport aid program come from expenditures on the 
prime facility ; namely, runways, taxiways, ramps, and parking areas. 
The basic needs should all be met first with construction or improve- 
ment of terminal buildings, oo and so forth, as entirely second- 
ary, if permitted at all under the act 

I feel very strongly, as a pilot since 1934, about the statement made 
by the very able captain that was here this afternoon who is investigat- 
ing the tragic accident when he pointed out the need for these runway 
approach aids, as lights, markings, the new high-speed turnoffs that 
can vastly increase the ‘capability of our airports, and so forth. I 
think he made a point there that deserves every consideration by you 
people. 

Gentlemen, I guess that is about it. It is pretty disconnected, what 
I have given here, and not in too orderly a fashion. But ] strongly 
believe that one final statement is quite pertinent. It was made, in- 
cidentally, by our good friend Gill Robb Wilson, up there in Flying 
magazine: 

As goes the whole of aviation in America, so will go American progress, 
security, and prosperity. 

We look and hope in the days ahead that there will be an increasing 
balance in the concept of Federal airport aid. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrman. We thank you very much for your splendid state- 
ment and your analysis of it. We appreciate your bringing to our 
attention these most important points that you have so ably and so 
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well presented in your statement to the committee. We appreciate 
having it. 

Mr. Wititams. Mr. Parker, may I ask you a question ? 

Mr. Parker. Surely. 

Mr. Wituiams. I have the greatest of sympathy for the position 
you take and recognize the need. I recognize the need for having what 
may be termed an alternate field to ti ake care of the type of tri affic in 
which you are interested and also to relieve the congestion around the 
scheduled carrier fields and larger fields. However, you suggested in 
your statement that the committee increase general airport partici- 
pation to 30 percent of the total, whereas it has been receiv ing some 15 
percent. 

Now, I am familiar with at least a half-dozen airports in my own 
State, built with Federal money which are not being used. I doubt 
that a half-dozen landings would be made each year on any of them. 
Yet, in the last few years, they have added lighting facilities for night 
Jandings. In one case there is a terminal building which I am certain 
must have cost between $20,000 and $25,000, and this airport today is 
being used to pasture cattle. Terminal facilities are being used as a 
hay barn, and the only time anybody makes a landing there is when 
they make a forced landing, except for some sports fliers who might 
come out and shoot practice i andings. 

There has been a tremendous amount of waste in these general air- 
ports, as I am certain you will agree. 

What would you suggest w ith respect to making certain that these 
fields are used? 

Mr. Parker. Sir, I think that some of the fields to which you refer 
are some of the very fields I have seen in my travels; namely, some 
of the ex-military airports that were turned back to small communities 
that had very little use for them. 

Mr. WituiAMs. No, sir; that is not the whole story. Since the war 
they have spent more money on this particular field than they did 
during the war, and it is not being used. 

Mr. Parker. May I say that there have been some 

Mr. Witit1aMs. Let me go just a little bit further. The field could 
be used and probably should be used. It is a shame for a million- 
dollar-plus airfield to be sitting out 10 miles from the city and not 
being used at all when the local field is rather heavily taxed with 
traffic. 

Now, don’t you think before we go into the business of building a lot 
of these little fields. we ought to be certain that they are going to be 
used ¢ 

Mr. Parker. Sir, might I ask was Federal aid involved in this 
field ? 

Mr. WitttaMs. I believe so. 

Mr. Parker. There have been some bad guesses by CAA in the 
past. I can give you an illustration of Marshall, Mo., where I landed 
only last fall. It is a beautiful building. The thing had a pile of 
fook 5 in it and a lot of old airplane parts ‘and was locked up. It was 

uilt in a little town through some fa ntastic arrangement with CAA. 

If a committee of Congress went out and saw that thing, you might 
well condemn any aid ever to a small airport. 

5 Mr. Wittiams. How many of those fields do we have in the United 
tates ? 
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Mr. Parker. I don’t think you have too many. 

Mr. Wituiams. How many millions of dollars would you put into 
that field ¢ 

Mr. Parker. I think it would be a relatively small percentage of 
the money spent in all the vast facilities receiving aid and which are 
pretty much working today. I daresay you and I could go out in my 
flying machine and we could find a . few of those around today. [ 
can’t think of toomany. I can think of many deficiencies in the New 
York area where | go into a privately owned commercial field in 
Flushing as the only ideal place to go into. I prefer to keep off 
La Guardia. I know many people that won’t go into Newark, Chi- 
sago’s Midway. I use the fine strip on the bay, in Chicago, and keep 
out of the major airline operations. 

Mr. Witu1aMs. That, 1 can understand. 

Mr. Parker. I can think of additional airports. Well, the St. 
Louis area. I believe the airport use panel of ACC today is consider- 
ing the need for secondary airports. I know another airport out 
there that Parks Air College had just announced recently is closing, 
This is going on. In Dallas. Tex., the need became so great that 
three farsighted businessmen created a facility that surpasses some 
at substantial towns in the Addison Airport. They have got an all- 
capacity airport for business use and it is relieving the Dallas area. 

So for the few cases that you can go out and find [ daresay we can 
overcome that tremendously with positive developments. Some of 
those cases you cite were bad guesses unquestionably in the past. 

Now, there mi aay be another factor there. What is that town doing 
on its charges? What have they done to discourage people ! Have 
they tried to’ give the fixed-base operator a miserable 2- to 3- year lease 
which we found company after company was laboring under in a sur- 
vey a year ago’ Dozens and dozens of our people need long-term 
leaseholds so they can go to a bank and get money and build and get 
equipment and things, and gear up. You are not going to get people 
to go into a place w ith a 2- or 3- or 4- year lease. 

Mr. Wiutams. I am lamenting the fact that the fields are not 
being used, not lamenting the fact of the money. 

Mr. Parker. I would very much want to explore many circum- 
=e surrounding that field and maybe in the final analysis it 

ras simply a bad guess, but I would go on record as saying I am 
ee it is in the minority. 

Mr. Youncer. Mr. Chairman, just one question on this Dallas 
airport. Are those fees exorbitant that are charged there on the 
private field ? 

Mr. Parker. No, sir. 

Mr. Youncer. Isita paying field ? 

Mr. Parker. Well, three very substantial businessmen I don’t think 
would invest several million dollars in Addison unless it was with 
a profit motive. I don’t think they are doing it for the good of 
aviation. 

Mr. Youncer. So, so far as you know, there is a profit. 

Mr. Parker. Yes. Collins Radio alone has a 25- -year lease. And 
it is relieving Love Field. There have been several airports in that 
area that have gone like in Washington into housing Sovelupmaaes 
and other things like that. 
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The CuatrMan. Thank you very much, Mr. Parker. 

Mr. Parker. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I certainly appreciate 
the chance even though it is late in the day, and I hope I haven’t 
overstayed my welcome. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. C. C. Thompson will file a statement. Mr. 
Thompson’s statement will be received. 

(The prepared statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CyrRIL C. THOMPSON, REPRESENTING THE AIRCRAFT OWNERS AND 
PrLors ASSOCIATION, ON H.R. 1011 


My name is Cyril C. Thompson. I appear here today for the Aircraft Own- 
ers and Pilots Association. As an officer and director of operating companies 
I have been active in airport system development for civil aviation since 1925. 
I am today airport specialist on the policy coordination staff of AOPA. 

The Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association, representing approximately 75,000 
pilots—general aviation users of the airspace—appreciates this opportunity to 
speak in favor of an amendment to the Federal Airport Act that would extend 
and expand the Federal-aid program for development of an adequate system 
of civil airports. We are strongly in favor of the constructive objectives of 
H.R. 1011. We are also on record in favor of the additional features in the 
Senate bill S. 1 which would extend the program to June 30, 1964, instead of 
1963, and would provide an additional $75 million on July 1, 1959, in a “dis- 
eretionary fund” available for obligation by the Federal Aviation Administra- 
tor to expedite the Federal-aid airport program. 

The bill H.R. 1011, if passed and signed, will (1) extend the Federal Air- 
port Act on a matching fund basis through fiscal year 1963, at an increased 
level of $100 million annually, effective for the year 1960; (2) eliminate auto- 
mobile parking lots and concession areas in passenger or freight terminal build- 
ings from eligibility for Federal matching funds under the provisions of the 
act; and (3) require publication by January 1 each year of the proposed pro- 
gram of airport development intended to be undertaken for the next fiscal 
year. 

We regret that H.R. 1011 does not appear to provide Federal assistance to 
certain sinall airports for the seal coating or filling of joints on runway pave- 
ments, a provision we believe should be in the bill. 

The owners and pilots of that vast majority of civil aircraft not used in 
scheduled airline operations—namely the general aviation segment with more 
than 90,000 aircraft—strongly support the provisions of H.R. 1011, plus certain 
features of the Senate bill S. 1, mentioned above. 

However, there is the greatest urgency for two more amendments to the Federal 
Airport Act so that the future administration of programs in the national air- 
port plan will move forward realistically to establish a nationwide system of 
public airports adequate to meet the present and future needs of civil aeronautics. 

We urge this committee to include in the proposed legislation two additional 
amendments to the Federal Airport Act: (A) the provision that 25 percent of 
the Federal-aid funds available annually in each State shall be allocated to 
counties, cities, and towns where no Federal aid under the Airport Act was 
granted prior to the calendar year 1959; and (B) the provision that the above 
25 percent of funds be specifically designated for small airport projects to serve 
general aviation or local service air carriers. 


The following chart shows the civil airport situation in the United States 
today. 
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We need many more aircraft landing places to accommodate general aviation 
as an essential supplement to our basic airline service. The above chart shows 
that only about 40 percent of the 17,118 incorporated cities and towns in the 
United States have an aircraft landing place. (A large percentage of these 
landing places are privately financed and not permanent units in the airport 
system. ) 
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The chart also shows that less than 4 percent of the 17,118 municipal units 
have any airline service. 

The number of places that may expect scheduled domestic service by pure 
jet transports in the near future is so small—about three-thousandths of 1 percent 
that this limited number of communities cannot be shown on the chart. 

There is included in this graphic illustration a section showing that 1,511 or 
only about 9 percent of the Nation’s 17,118 municipalities (large and small) 
have public airports developed with Federal aid. This is a serious situation, 
we believe, in a Nation where the President’s most recent Civil Air Policy Report 
states: “The American people have accepted the airplane as a primary means 
of travel. * * * The phenomenal growth of public acceptance of aviation has 
puilt a major new industry to strengthen further our national economy.” 

To expand the Nation’s system of permanent airports it is considered highly 
important that 25 percent of the Federal-aid funds available annually shall be 
used exclusively on “local” or smaller airports (with runway lengths of 4,200 
feet or less) which have received no Federal-aid grant prior to January 1, 1959. 
The members of AOPA residing in each of the 49 States urge this committee 
to amend the Federal Airport Act to provide specifically for the expansion of 
landing facilities for general aviation at an increased rate. 

In the administration of the Federal Airport Act during recent years, the 
Department of Commerce did not encourage and foster the cooperative con- 
struction of small airports. The average community has not been told officially 
what is needed for proper handling of fast growing general aviation traffic. 

The AOPA concept of the basic general aviation airport needed by a vast 
majority of smaller cities and towns has been described as follows: The landing 
place—tagged the “minimax” field—should be a low-cost, single, all-weather, 
lighted runway, able to serve aircraft having a gross weight of 25,500 pounds or 
less. “Minimax” simply means an airport within a minimum and maximum 
set of figures to accommodate small aircraft. It will handle any business, 
agricultural, or utility aircraft up to and including the DC-3. Its exact dimen- 
sions at any given place will vary, but basically it will have a runway 2,000 
to 4,200 feet long at sea level, turf or paved, properly graded and drained. It 
is generally agreed that any jet-powered aircraft developed for popular utility 
use will be a propjet designed to use small airports. 

There is today nothing in the Airport Act to disqualify such small airports 
from Federal aid. However, small airport projects have not had adequate official 
attention in the national airport plan. We believe it is in the public interest 
to give the new Federal Aviation Agency specific legislative direction to expand 
the airport system through the development of small units to serve more medium 
and small municipalities. 

While our great commercial and financial centers are first in the generation 
of air traffic, we cannot overlook the fact that they are dependent upon the 
thousands of small places where raw materials originate and where processing 
for use is largely handled. 

The airplane and the airport—small and large—are doing more than any 
transportation team in history to help knit the many town, city, county, and State 
groups of American people into a compact and homogeneous nation. The 
The 70,675 active general aviation aircraft using 6,919 civil landing places and 
the 1,825 active airline aircraft providing service at 569 airports during 1958, 
have helped bring distant and rural communities within easy travel distance 
of governmental, commercial, industrial, and educational centers. 

The Government does not know today whether the general aviation aircraft 
fleet—private, business, and air taxi—exceeded the scheduled airline fleet in 
the number of people transported in the United States during the past year. 
The Department of Commerce did not undertake the gathering of statistics on 
this important subject when CAA was in that Department. The tabulation below 
isan estimate comparing airline and general aviation activity at six cities in the 
100,000—-200,000 population class. The estimate is based on a few sampling 
surveys. The figures tend to indicate that general aviation's traffic volume today 
may be the highest of any element in the Nation’s air transportation picture. 
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. Comparison of airline and general aviation activity at siz cities in 100,000-200,000 
population class 


Ls 

Air carrier General aviation 
City or community Population [| |. | “ecatlases came 
Aircraft Passengers Aircraft People in and 

operations | in and out | operations | out 
(estimated) 
$$} |}--}--}—-- | 
El Paso, Tex. __-- sins 130, 485 26, 882 | 374, 176 135, 279 | 310, 723 
Grand Rapids, Mich. 176, 515 20, 269 | 187, 198 46, 675 121, 333 
Sacramento, Calif-- - 137, 572 | 21, 810 | 256, 808 | 90, 113 | 227, 045 
Mobile, Ala- 129, 009 27, 020 | 170, 894 59, 888 128" 164 
South Bend, Ind_.- 115, 911 | 24, 236 124, 472 | 64, 830 | 175, 297 
Chattanooga, Tenn -| 131, 041 36, 849 174, 256 70, 985 161, 747 
Peoria, Ill-_ es 111, 856 15, 681 | 91,710 38, 743 | 101, 154 


These figures show that general aviation aircraft operations far outnumber airline operations at each 
airport and that total people carried is substantial, sometimes exceeding the number of passengers carried 
in and out by the scheduled air carriers. The general aviation passenger figures are estimates based on 
sampling surveys. The Federal Government has never provided data from all airports covering an actual 
count of general aviation operations or people carried in and out. There is urgent need for official statistics, 


With an adequate system of airports, an objective which can be achieved 
through well-directed administration of the airport program, citizens residing 
anywhere in our 49 States can surmount the Nation’s geographical barriers— 
can measure intrastate or interstate distances in minutes or hours, instead of 
days. Since our leaders explain that the military strength of the Nation is 
today based upon a strong economy and great industrial capacity, the special 
importance of unimpeded growth by both general and scheduled civil aviation 
should be well known. The industrial fleet of general aviation aircraft in this 
country—providing quick contact between prime and subcontractors engaged in 
producing military hardware—is a major factor in this Nation’s industrial 
capacity. 

At the time of the Lebanon incident some critics said the United States lacked 
sufficient airlift to move quickly and in force. On that point we were interested 
in the statement of Gen. Nathan F. Twining, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. He said: 

“Had more forces or speed been necessary, the Air Force had 6382 more four- 
engined planes available. Three hundred of these were commercial airliners.” 

General Twining could mention taking 300 airline airplanes out of scheduled 
civil use with a minimum of industrial disturbance, because the fast-growing 
general aviation fleet—private, business and taxi aircraft—is owned and used 
where the greatest need exists for speedy industrial and economic inter- 
communication. 

It is generally agreed today by the prime contractors to defense agencies that 
their daily contacts with thousands of subcontractors cannot be adequately 
handled through use of surface transportation. 

General aviation leaders believe that the United States needs a firm national 
policy on continuing civil airport development. They look to the 86th Congress 
for a statement of policy in terms that will provide a clear transportation for- 
mula for a strong air-age economy. They also ask for a program that will bring 
nearly every community a toll-free, minimum-standard aircraft landing facility, 
adequate for general aviation type aircraft—personal, business, and air taxi. 

There is a strong demand in aviation circles today for an end to what has 
been described as “negative administration” of the Federal Aid Airport Act. 
The wide and effective use of the airspace is geared to airport availability and 
Federal leadership is needed for sound national airport system development. 
The users of general aviation aircraft hope that the new Federal Aviation 
Agency, and its Administrator, will be reminded that statutory direction “to 
encourage and foster the development of civil aeronautics and air commerce” 
does not mean exclusive attention to our splendid scheduled airline system and 
related 569 airports. It does mean, we believe— 

1. That the FAA must give attention to the problem of providing a Nation 
of 17,118 incorporated places with adequate aircraft landing and ground facili- 
ties for general aviation transportation when needed. 

2. That those who administer an extended and expanded airport program 
must be firmly grounded in the philosophy that the Federal Government has @ 
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definite obligation to participate financially in the development of a public air- 
port system essential to modern interstate air commerce. 

A proposal to raise from 1,511 to 4,284 the number of permanent landing 
places in the Nation’s system of civil airports by 1965 is supported by general 
aviation aircraft users. The number 4,284 represents the urban places with 
2,500 inhabitants or more, all of which are centers of production important to 
the national economy. The 1957 revision of the national airport plan reported 
that 2,652 new or improved civil airports were needed in the United States within 
the next 7 years. The combined programs of 1947-1958 under Commerce De- 
partment administration of the Federal Airport Act has brought about 1,511 
new or improved airports into the permanent system. The 1,511 airports plus 
the 2,652 listed in the 1957 plan revision report, makes a total of 4,168 which 
CAA did consider necessary by 1965. Because of the spectacular growth of 
pusiness, personal, and air taxi flying, those who study aviation ground facili- 
ties requirements have proposed the close figure of 4,284 permanent airports 
under the Federal-aid program as a conservative objective by 1965. Experience 
has indicated that airports cannot be considered permanent until they are 
owned by public sponsors and are covered by the sponsor’s assurance agreement 
that is signed when Federal aid is granted. 


The Cuamrman. A statement from Robert M. Wachob, president, 
the Chamber of Commerce of Pittsburgh, Pa., will be received for 
the record. 


(The prepared statement is as follows :) 


THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF PITTSBURGH, 


Pittsburgh, Pa., February 4, 1959. 
Hon. OREN Harris, 


Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Harris: It is understood that you have introduced a bill (H.R. 1011) 
to amend the Federal Airport Act in order to extend the time for making grants 
under the provisions of such act, and for other purposes. 

The Chamber of Commerce of Pittsburgh is most interested in this bill, and 
although your committee has not yet scheduled hearings we wish to take this 
opportunity to state our position and to encourage your committee’s support for 
favorable action. 

The following telegram was sent to the chairman of the Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee of the Senate, and we wish to request the same considera- 
tion for passage of the bill before the House. 

“In considering measures to aid local communities and development of improved 
local air carriers, Chamber of Commerce of Pittsburgh respectfully points out 
substantial impact upon this area will be gained through extension Federal 
Airport Act proposed under §. 1. 

“Improvement all airports particularly urgent and required in view of (1) 
introduction of large jet and turbojet aircraft, (2) substantial curtailment and 
abandonment of rail passenger services, (3) urgent need for expansion and 
improvement of many airports served by local air carriers, (4) overall need to 
expand local air carrier service patterns. Your consideration and support will 
be appreciated.” 

Respectfully, 


Rosert M. Wacuor, President. 
The CHAIRMAN. For the record, a statement from Clarence R. 
Miles, Chamber of Commerce of the United States. 
(The prepared paper is as follows :) 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D.C., February 9, 1959. 
Hon. OREN HarRIS, 


Chairman, House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, House Office 
Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Harris: The Chamber of Commerce of the United States for a num- 
ber of years has favored a reasonable amount of Federal aid for the develop- 
ment of an adequate nationwide airport system. 
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Therefore, our transportation and communication committee recently re- 
viewed proposals for extension of this aid as contained in H.R. 1011, H.R. 1787, 
and H.R.3267. It made recommendations to our board of directors on Satur- 
day, January 31. 

The board decided that the Federal Airport Act should be continued, in the 
public interest. It also held that in continuing Federal aid, the Congress should 
recognize the need for arriving at a balanced budget. The need for balancing 
the 1960 budget at the lowest possible level of expenditures is imperative be- 
cause of the huge deficit contemplated this fiscal year. 

Consequently, the chamber believes that H.R. 3267, rather than H.R. 1011 or 
H.R. 1787, represents a more acceptable solution of this problem. 

In supporting H.R. 3267, however, we recommend that it be amended in the 
following manner: 

1. Limit aid to the building of a system of airports that is essential for com- 
mercial traffic in interstate commerce. In other words, Federal aid should 
not be available for airports used only for local flying. 

2. Clearly state that funds provided should not be employed for the construc- 
tion or acquisition of administration buildings more elaborate or expensive than 
is truly essential for interstate commerce traffic. Contrary to H.R. 3267, there- 
fore, we recognize that certain terminal facilities are essential to reasonably 
meet the needs of commercial air traffic. 

8. Provide for formulation of a plan for the impostion of user charges to 
recoup Federal aid granted under the new act. Such revenue should come 
from beneficiaries of the aid. Such a plan, we believe, is essential if this pro- 
gram is to produce an adequate airport system and at the same time insure 
the wisest possible expenditure of public funds. 

I would appreciate it if you would make this letter a part of your current 
hearings on this subject. 

Cordially yours, 
CLARENCE R. MILEs, 


The Cuatrman. This concludes the hearings. The record will be 
kept open for 5 days for anyone who desires to file a statement or 
additional information. 

The committee will adjourn. 

(Whereupon, at 6:20 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned. ) 


x 








